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PROCEEDI NGS
[8:41 a.m]

MR CAMERON: If we could all take our seats,
we're going to get started here, finally, and we're fortunate
enough to have Dr. Don Cool with us this norning, who's the
division director where this work is taking place, to give us a
ni ce wel cone.

Don?

DR. COOL: Thank you, Chip, and good norning.

| do want to welcone all of you to Rockville. 1I'm
very pleased that you' ve been able to join us today and hel p us
understand a little bit nore carefully all of the inplications of
the activities that we're | ooking at.

This is an area which | think, as you nay well
know, has a lot of attention fromour conm ssioners, a |ot of
attention in the wide varieties of the conmunities, not only you
fol ks as vendors and producers but the fol ks who use gauges and
ot her devices out there in the public sector for a wi de variety
of uses -- steel nmanufacturers, recyclers, and others, who, in
ti mes past, have had situations where sources have shown up where
they didn't want themto be, and as a result of a relatively long
hi story and process, we are now at the point where we are
consi dering a proposed rul e-naki ng whi ch woul d i npose a nunber of
new requirements with regard to try to gain further control and
under st andi ng of where these devices are, assuring their
accountability at different stages of the process, assuring that
they don't, in fact, get into the public sector in a way that was
not i ntended.

That rul e was proposed a couple of nonths ago.



Part of what we will do today is to review sone of
the provisions of that, and the real reason for this is not a
one-way flow of communicati on.

VWhat we're really looking for is a very mnuch
two-way and multiple-way flow of conmunication to help us further
understand the inplications of what was in that proposal, the
i mplications, both pro and con, of how that would be inplenented,
how we woul d all carry about duties and responsibilities that
woul d cone with that, so that we can then go and use this, along
with the other comments that have been received in witing and
other neetings, with the agreenent states and others, to prepare
a proposed final rule-nmaking which we would need to send back to
our comnissioners for their consideration just in another couple
of nont hs.

Real |y, the purpose here today is to have that
i nterchange, and | want to encourage all of you to actively
participate, not only in the what-you-think cooment per se but
getting into the rationale and the processes, the why's that go
underneath it, because that really becones very inportant to ny
folks in ternms of what we nodi fy, how we would nodify it, the
inmplications to be able to understand all of those.

You might find this surprising, | suppose, but
it's actually fairly easy to wite down rul e | anguage.

It's much nore difficult to understand the
i mplications of that |anguage and to explain it to ourselves and
to everyone else, to put together a really coherent package that
nmakes sense, that acconplishes the purpose wi thout undue burdens
or other activities on any of the parties, because really, |

think, in one sense, we have to very nuch | ook at these



activities as part of a coordinated set, where there is a role
and responsibility in a nunber of places, with the agency and

with the states as regulatory authorities, with vendors

associ ated with the production of these devices, with users in
terns of their use and control and accountability.

So, again, | would like to wel comre you

' mgoing to apol ogi ze i n advance that, because of
sonme other issues, not the |east of which was the event that
occurred yesterday in Japan for which another inter-agency cal
wi Il be happening in just a nmonment or two, |'mnot going to be
able to be with you for the magjority of the day, but | really
| ook forward to discussions that you're having and the good
infornmation that we're going to glean fromthis.

Thank you very mnuch.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thank you, Don. Thanks for
just taking that anount of tinme to come down and greet everybody,
and I'd also like to welcone all of you around the table and in
t he audi ence.

My nane is Chip Caneron, and |'mthe Speci al
Counsel for Public Liaison within the Ofice of General Counse
here at the NRC, and | have the pleasure of serving as your
facilitator for today's neeting, and as Don nentioned, the
obj ective of the discussion today is to devel op information on
vendor inplenentation issues in the proposed rule so that the NRC
staff can be better informed as they proceed to prepare the fina
rule, and to that end, we have assenbl ed sone representatives of
various conpani es, vendors, around the table to engage in a
di scussion of the rule-naking issues, and nmy job as the

facilitator for the neeting will be several -fold.



One istotry to help us to keep the discussion
rel evant and focused and not only relevant to the broad topic of
i mpl enentati on of the proposed rule but also relevant to whatever
particul ar agenda itemthat we're on, and conments may not al ways
fit nice and neatly into the agenda itens, so that if we identify
somet hing that should be discussed |ater on in another topic,
we'll put that up here on what sone of you may be familiar with
as a parking lot, which | call a paddock

So, we'll put that up there, and anot her aspect of
keeping focused is to try to devel op sone what | call discussion
t hreads rather than the unrel ated nonol ogue that junps from one
subj ect to anot her.

So, we'll try to keep sone discussion threads
goi ng today.

Anot her aspect of ny role will be to nake sure
t hat everybody understands information that's presented and to
help clarify any anbiguities either with the NRC staff
presentations or what soneone around the table night be saying.

Third, to make sure that everybody has a chance to
talk today, and lastly, to try to keep us schedule, and we're
already 20 minutes late, so I'malready in the C category on that
one, but at any rate, the ground rules are sinple for today's
neeti ng.

If you wish to say sonething, please put -- these
are called nane tents.

Put that up like that in front of you, and I'Il be
able to keep track of who wants to talk and you won't have to
keep worrying about raising your hand, and this also helps us to

get a clean transcript that will be useful for the NRC and for



all of you later on, and Jon, our court reporter, will nmake a
note of where you're sitting and who you are so that, at | east
after our begi nning di scussion, you won't have to worry about
stating your nane or affiliation, but we're going to go around in
a mnute and do introductions, so that we'll get that infornmation
fromyou at that tine.

The focus of the discussion are the people around
the table, but that's in order to provide sort of a sharper point
on the issues.

We're going to go out to those of you in the
audi ence at the end of each agenda itemto get your conments on
that particular issue, and that's where we will go to -- Joe, are
you still there?

MR CLINGER:  Yeah

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

W'l go to the agreenent states that are on this
line for any comments that they might have.

VWhat |'d like to do now, before | just briefly go
over an agenda check with you, is to go around the table and have
everybody introduce thensel ves.

I think we have few enough people out here in the
audi ence that we mght also go to them but for those of you
around the table, when you introduce yourself and what your
affiliation is, if you have one or two issues of interest or
concern, state themat that tine, and I'll start keeping track of
these so that we can begi n an agenda check, because there may not
be sone itens -- and | know there's one inportant issue that we
may not have on the agenda, and | want to nake sure that we

schedule it for some place, and let nme start with Suzanne.



MS. WOODS: Good norning, and wel comre. My name is
Suzanne Whods. | work in the Ofice of Nuclear Materials Safety
and Saf eguards as a health physicist, and specifically, | work in
the Division of Industrial/Medical Nuclear Safety.

Most recently, ny work has been focused on the
general license registration project and inplenenting that
particular rule that we're all here to talk about today, and the
i mpl enent ati on procedures.

Specifically, | would like to share with you that
there is a team of individuals, nany of which are here in the
audi ence, as well as in the regi ons, who are working together to
try and inplenment this, and nyself as well as they are very
interested in hearing what you have to say.

W are interested in your insights and specific
know edge of the general |icensees, and we're anxious to hear
what you have to say about the inplenentation issues.

MR, HI CKEY: Good norning. |'mJohn Hi ckey, Chief
of the Materials Safety Branch

| have been in this particular position
responsible for this programonly a few nonths. However, |'ve

supervised licensing for NRC for 20 years, including genera

license prograns. So, | have been familiar for a long tine with
the general license issues, and | appreciate your all's coning
today, and I think we'll have a good neeti ng.

MR, ALLGEIER. Good norning. M nane is Joe
Allgeier. I'mwith ABB Automation in Col unbus, Onio.

| thank you folks, the NRC, for this opportunity
today and for the invitation to be here, to be with you and share

our thoughts and our concerns.



ABB Aut onation in Colunbus is a supplier and
manuf act urer of gaugi ng devices for sheet industry. So, we do
have an interest in this topic, because we do supply significant
nunbers of seal sources to general |icensees.

Thank you.

MR, FORTKAMP: M nane is Jonathan Fortkanp, and
amalso with ABB Automation, and | serve as the radiation safety
of ficer for the conpany.

MR BENNETT: H . |'mDavid Bennett with Hew ett
Packard in WI mngton, Delaware. W nanufacture gas
chromat ographs and a device with that is a nickel-63 electron
capture detector. |I'mthe radiation safety officer for that
facility.

MR, HEYER Good norning. M nane is Ral ph Heyer.
I"'mwith TN Technol ogi es and al so representing K-Ray Sensal
We're a nmanufacturer of process neasurenent equi prent
predoni nantly using cesiumand cobalt-60, but we al so have
cadmiumin our sources that are generally |icensed.

MR, NORBURY: My nane is M ke Norbury.
represent Radionetry Corporation. W manufacture process and
nmeasur enent equi prent for both the netals and non-netals
i ndustries.

MR CAMERON: Thanks, M ke.

Let's go over to Jack.

MR, RAMSEY: M nane is Jack Ransey, and |'mthe
radi ati on safety officer at Neles Automation. W distribute
generally licensed devices to the paper industry.

MR CAINES: |I'mGry Caines. |'mradiologic

operations manager for Honeywell, Incorporated. W're a



di stributor of generally |icensed devices to different
i ndustries, and we al so performsignificant third-party service
wor k on general and specific |icensed devices.

M5. NNMMO. Hello. I'mElsa Nmo. |'mwth
Honeywel | Measurex. We're also a manufacturer/distributor of
generally licensed devices and al so a service provider to
generally licensed devices throughout the United States.

One issue I'mparticularly concerned with is the
| evel of conpatibility on the general license in 31.5 and
specifically sonme probably unexpected or unintended consequences
of the relatively Iow level of conpatibility being requested.

MR FITZ: Good norning. I'mChris Fitz with NDC
Systens, Irwindale, California. W are also a manufacturer and
di stributor of several general |icenses.

MR, PATTERSON. Good norning. |'m John Patterson
I"'mwith Metorex in Ewing, New Jersey. W're a distributor of
generally licensed devices for chemical XRF, mainly.

MS. BROCK: Good nmorning. |'m Candy Brock with
the Chnart Corporation in GCncinnati, Chio. W also are a
manuf acturer and distributor of generally |licensed gauges. | am
t he custoner support manager there and deal directly with
custoners for startup of generally |icensed gauges.

MR BROMN: |'m George Brown with Chnart
Corporation. |I'mradiation safety officer

Areas of concern that | have are the conpatibility
i ssues and the | abeling issues, definitions of permanent, those
ki nds of things, because we can end up with a lot of -- nothing
with radioactivity in themthat are labeled. That's a problem

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks a |lot, Ceorge, and
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hopeful |y we have our audio systemworking a little bit less
annoyi ngly now.

Let's quickly run through the audi ence so that we
know everybody that's here. Just state your nane and affiliation
i f appropriate.

MS. MATTSEN: Cathy Mattsen, NRC.

MS. HANEY: Cathy Haney, NRC.

MR, SHAPIRO Daryl Shapiro with the law firm
Morgan, Lewi s & Bachi us, Washi ngton, D.C.

MS. ROUGHAN: Kat e Roughan, AEA Technol ogy.

MR SMTH Don Smith, consultant.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Let's go back to these two.

MR, HARMON: Larry Harnon, Safety Light
Cor poration, manufacturer of comrercial exit signs and aircraft

signs, generally licensed devices, and | brought the boss, Nancy,

with me.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. W're going to go to the boss
now.

MS. HARMON:  Nancy Har non.

MR, CAMERON: Let's go to these guys in the back
here.

PEARSON:  Ji m Pear son, NRC.

JACOBS: Frank Jacobs, NRC.

CAMERON:  kay, Jimand Frank, thank you.
HOSEY: Charl es Hosey, NRC

CAMERON: Al right. W'IlIl cone back up here.
DANDO S:  Di ane Dandoi s, Licensing.

CAMERON: kay.

5 » 5 3 3 D D D

JACKSON: Jackson, NRC.



MR, GOTSCHALL: My nane is @en Gotschall. | work
for Environnental Technologies Group in Baltinore, which is part
of Smith Industries. W have a sister division called Gayshy
Dynamics. W both manufacture itens with nickel -63 sources.

MR, RADDATZ: M nane is Mke Raddatz. |'m going
to be the senior project manager for the general |icensing
proj ects.

MR CAMERON: Thanks, M ke.

MR STIR I'mFritz Stir, section chief in the
Materials Safety |nspection Branch.

MR, CAMERON: All right. Let's go over to Doug.

MR, BROADDUS: Doug Broaddus. |I'mw th NRC, also.
I'"ve also been involved with the general |icense project the |ast
several nonths.

MR RICH TomRich, NRC. |I'mwth the CCIO I'm

responsi ble for the devel opnent of the application for general
i cense tracking.

MR CAMERON: And OCIOis Ofice of the Chief
I nformation Oficer.

MR, McGRATH:  John McGrath, NRC, Region |.

M5. SWARTZ: Maria Swartz, Ofice of the General
Counsel , NRC.

MR JAMES CAMERON: James Caneron, Seni or
I nspector, Region I11.

MR RAKOVAN: Lance Rakovan, O fice of State
Prograns, NRC

MR, MESSE: Maurice Messe, NRC Licensing.

MR, CAMERON: All right. | think you can see that

we have various NRC staff here fromlegal, licensing fee, the

11
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regi on, whatever, for their information and for you to interact
with them

I would just encourage all of you who are here
fromthe industry to interact with these people during the
breaks, and it nay be useful for you to do that.

MR, HI CKEY: Illinois, could you introduce
yoursel f, please?

MR, CLINGER Sure. This is Joe dinger with the
State of Illinois. 1've got Mke Ewing with ne.

MR, HI CKEY: Can you hear Chip okay?

MR, CLINGER  Yeah, pretty good. Sone of the
peopl e we couldn't hear very well out in the audience, but
overall, it's not bad.

MR HI CKEY: Wi else is on the |line besides
[11inois?

[ No response.]

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay. Thank you, Joe.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. And | would just ask
everybody to try to speak up a little bit so that Joe can hear
us.

You have an agenda in front of you, and it begins
with the overview of the proposed rule that Cathy Haney is going
to do for us, and we can take clarifying questions at that tine.

| don't want to use Cathy's presentation to |aunch
us on a discussion, but you nmay have questions for her, and we're
going to bring her up here in a few ninutes.

The first substantive topic is ways to increase
general licensee regulatory awareness. W take a break. There

is reporting infornmation issues. After lunch, we continue with
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that. The next topic at two o' clock is standardized -- the whol e
st andardi zed report issue.

At 2:45, we're going to talk about what we've
ternmed conpliance issues, and George and perhaps others brought
up the whole issue of the Ievel of conmpatibility. W're going to
talk about timing of conpatibility at that tine.

W nay want to put the conpatibility issue in
terns of the level on earlier, before that.

W take a break then

We're going to talk about the national database at
3:45, and at 4:15, a bunch of other issues, authorized di sposal
definition of transuranics, novenent between jurisdictions, and
for each of these agenda topics, |'mgoing to ask Suzanne Wods
to tee the topic up for uss, to give us just a brief context of
what we want to tal k about during that particular topic and why
is this particular issue a problem and | would ask the NRCto
try to give us a little bit of the rationale for why sone of
these requirenents are in the proposed rule.

I've spoken with sone of you about the issue of
what devices are required to be registered and possibility of
exenptions fromthose requirenments, and | think that that's
probably another issue to put up here for discussion at sone
poi nt, perhaps early on, before we get into sone of these other
topics, but before we go to Cathy Haney, let ne ask any of you
around the table, any thoughts on the agenda, any suggestions?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON: Do you think it would be useful to
talk about this issue of what |I'm shorthanded calling exenptions

before we get into the first itemon the agenda, not before Cathy



but before the first discussion iten®

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay, John.

MR, PATTERSON. | think it would be hel pful to
spend sone tinme fairly early on the whol e i ssue of agreenent
state conpatibility, as well.

MR, CAMERON: Al right.

MR, PATTERSON. Instead of putting that at the end

of the day.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. We'll definitely do that.

Well, let's go to Cathy for her presentation at
this point.

MS. HANEY: Good norni ng.

Hopefully you all have copies of ny view graphs.
W'l also put themup on the screen to nmake thema little bit

easier for you to observe.

As Chip said, what 1'd like to do today is to do a
brief overview of the two rules that have to do with this
proj ect.

The specifics of the rule | think we'll get into
-- nmore into detail during the day under the different topics,
but as | said, I will just try to do a brief overview

There are two rules. One has already been nade
final. The other one is in the comment period right now, and one
of our objectives was to hold this neeting during the conment
period, so a lot of what we heard today woul d hopefully give you
some thought for sone of the coments that you'd like to send in
to us on the specific rule, what we refer to as G.-2.

To go through, first, alittle bit of history on



the rule, it really -- you know, if you say why are we in this
project, why are we doing this, it goes back into the early '80s
and naybe even earlier than that, but NRC has been concerned
about occurrences where generally |licensed devices have not been
properly handled or disposed of. So, that's really our
fundanental concern, and how we deal with that.

In the 1984 to 1986 tineframe, there was a project
where we | ooked at the effectiveness of the general |icense
program and there were two thoughts that cane out of that
revi ew.

One is that nany general |icensees were unaware of
the regul ati ons and what they needed to do and al so that many of
the general |icensees were unable to account for their devices.

The next big milestone for this was in 1991, when
we issued a proposed rule that dealt with the accountability of
general |icensees.

This particular proposed rule really is close to
what we refer to as GL Rule 1 that recently becane final, and
what it didis it -- it was the first test toward establishing a
regi stration program

W went ahead and took the comments on that
proposed rule, prepared a final rule. However, we did not go
forward with the final rule at that tinme period because of the
resources that would have been needed to inplenent the program

However, in 1996, we hit the next big major
nm | estones where we canme out with a report that was the result of
a joint NRC agreenent state working group that | ooked at this
particular area, and as a result of the reconmendati ons coni ng

out of that report, we decided that we really did need to go
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ahead with the rule-naking in this particular area and that we

shoul d establish a registration programfor general |icensees.
However, it would not be -- the registration
program woul d not pertain to all general |icensees, just a select

popul ati on.
On Decenber 2, 1998, we issued what we refer to as

G Rule 1, which basically put a placeholder in the rules to

allow NRC to request information fromgeneral |icensees. This
particular rule just becane effective -- well, actually, | should
say just. |'mstepping ahead of nyself. |It's effective on

Cct ober 4t h.

Then, on July 26, 1999, we issued G.-2, which is
the proposed rule that | nmentioned earlier. This -- the coment
period on this particular rule closes Cctober 12th, and this rule
really, again, went back and | ooked at a | ot of the
recomendati ons that cane out of the report, the NUREG 1551

To give you an idea again, just a little bit, next
tier down on the GL Rule 1, we believe that this rule will enable
NRC to gather information needed for tracking and for working
with the general |icensees.

Again, the focus is that we, as well as the
Iicensees, do our part to assure that the devices are properly
handl ed and properly disposed of, and again, it sets the stage
for the registration process that really is discussed in detai
in the second rule.

As | said, the rest of the information on this
viewgraph | think I've nentioned already. It basically -- if
there's any informati on that we need fromgeneral |icensees,

we'll really fall back to this rule to get that information
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The second rule, as a quick overview on that, as
say, it was published July 26th, conment period cl oses Cctober
12th. It does four big things, four mgjor things.

One is it, hopefully, clarifies which sections in
Part 30 apply to all the general licensees. Again, we're trying
for clarification in our rule. W have an effort underway to
make our regul ati ons much easier for licensees to use. | nean
it's referred to as the plain English directives.

So, we're trying to be user-friendly, if you want
to use that type of word

Al so, it does add sone requirenents for the
vendors, and obviously, a lot of those requirenents are what
we' |l be tal king today throughout the whole day.

To get at the next tier of level on this
particular rule, there are a set of requirenents that would apply
to all general licensees, and those are |isted on your next
Vi ew gr aph.

It would require general licensees to appoint a
responsi bl e i ndi vi dual

The thinking here is that, if there is one
i ndi vidual that we can go to that is naned on a docunent, that
the Iicensee has had to nanme, there's a greater assurance that
this individual is going to know what's going on with this
particul ar gauge.

Then there are sone requirenents have to do with
change of address, conpany nane changes. Again, this infornmation
woul d be needed for us to track the general |icensees, as well as
hei ght ened awareness that these |icensees are in possession of

devi ces.



It also -- again, there are -- you can read
t hrough ny view graphs as well as | can read to you. |'mtrying
just to hit the top points. |'mdoing ny best to get Chip back
on schedul e.

But the next big thing is it does restrict the
length of tine that the device can be kept in storage. Right
now, that's specified as two years in the rule. During that
two-year period, if it is in storage, there's no additiona
testing that needs to be nmade on the device, but if it conmes out
of storage and is going back into use, then that testing would
need to be done before the device is put back into storage.

The next viewgraph gets a little bit nore into
detail on the registration process, and the registration process
-- |I'1l start out at the bottom since everyone is always
interested in the noney. It would require general l|icensees to
submt a $420 fee to NRC

This $420 was established based on what we believe
the cost of the programfor NRC to naintain would be and al so
| ooki ng at the nunmber of general |icensees that would fall under
this particular registration program

There are a | arge nunber of general |icensees in
the United States, and the consideration is how far do we take
this registration program and again, NRC has a big effort
underway | ooking at risk-informng our regulations, naking
deci si ons based on the risk of the particular uses of the
mat eri al

Looki ng back at the report of the joint NRC
wor ki ng group, we only wanted to make the registration process

apply to a subset of the general |icensees.



So, we did establish sone criteria. This criteria
is in the proposed rule that's out for conment now.

So, obviously, you are able to conment on whet her
we' ve used the right thresholds, right criteria for the
regi stration process.

But just to let you know what we consi dered when
we arrived at these nunbers, it fell down to -- we |ooked at the
hazards fromthe external and internal exposure associated with
t he devices, the typical quantity of the radi o-i sotope or
radi o-nuclide in the device, the cost and availability of
di sposal, the half-life of the material, and then the last thing
was the cost associated with cleanup and disposal if there was an
acci dent that involved the devices.

So, as a result of that, we did arrive at the
criteria that you see on this viewgraph, as well as what's
presented in the rule.

Then the last viewgraph that 1'd like to bring to
your attention would be that of the specific revisions in the
rule that apply to the vendors, and this is probably the area
where nost of you are nost fanmiliar, but it does -- the Rule 2
does propose a revision to the contents of the quarterly naterial
transfer reports.

This would be the information that you woul d be
providing to NRC

Agai n, what we're looking at is better tracking,
better accountability for these general |icensees.

There are sone additional |abeling requirenents
that were added, and | believe that was one of the topics that

cane up earlier this norning that will get discussed in greater
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detail as we go into today's agenda, and then, also, it --
another big thing is that it revises the naterial that the
general -- I'msorry -- the vendor nust apply to the genera
l'i censee.

Under the current requirenents, a copy of the
regul ations, specifically 31.51, has to be provided to the
general licensee when the transfer is nade.

Thi s proposed rul e woul d change that and you woul d
need to provide a copy of the regulation before the transfer is
made.

Al so, you'd have to provide copies of the
applicable rules to the licensee and sone information on di sposa
options and costs.

This is really getting at -- from our standpoint
-- is what information does NRC believe at this point is needed
for the general l|icensee to have beforehand or when they do get
the gauge so that they are aware up front of what provisions they
need to conply with.

Wth that, | think I'll turn it back to Chip. As
| said, ny objective here was just to do a very quick overvi ew of
both rul es.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks, Cathy, and | think it
m ght be useful to see if anybody has any questions around the
table and then to keep Cathy here a little bit nore to just give
us a summary of the conpatibility levels to kick off a discussion
about conpatibility, and we'll start off with that.

Are there any questions for Cathy, and if you
could use your nane tent, we'd appreciate that.

[ No response.]



MR, CAMERON: Ckay. There nmay be questions
t hroughout the day, and we have the staff here to do that.

Cat hy, what are the conpatibility --

MS. HANEY: [|I'mgoing to defer to Suzanne on the
conpatibility, because there are different |evels of
conpatibility associated with the different requirenents, and
think she might be alittle bit better to give the reasons for
why -- we're spread between B, C, and -- | guess it's B, C, and
D right?

MS. WOODS: There are two areas for conpatibility
level Band C, and |I'Il explain those in a nonent.

For vendor requirenents in the rule, those
specific to vendors -- in other words, the nanufacturers and
distributors -- we consider that a conpatibility |level B, and
that is that they're essentially the same for agreenent states as
well as they are for NRC

Conmpatibility level C,  however, would be the 31.5
requi renents, those that apply to general |icensees. What that
specifically -- and if you need to follow along, it's on page
40296 of the proposed rule, and it just says the essential
obj ectives of the regulation should be adopted by the state to
avoid conflicts.

So, B would be a strict conpatibility, they'd be
essentially the sanme, and the basis for that was that there are
trans-boundary inplications. Essentially we have agreenent state
vendors and NRC vendors distributing to both types of
jurisdictions.

So, that's the trans-boundary inplication there.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.
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Let's go to Elsa

M5. NNMMO.  Yeah. | think there's been the fact
that the general license itself, 31.5, has very significant
trans- boundary considerations, and | think that's been
over|l ooked. Let ne explain -- and this applies to a |ot of us.

Most of us don't just manufacture and distribute
devices. Essentially all of my colleagues are in that position

If a device is a generally |licensed device, we
don't have to apply for a specific license in those states to do
service

In the NRC regul ations, under reciprocity, it
expl ai ns what you need to do to apply for tenporary use in a
state, and then, underneath that, it says "notw thstandi ng the
above provisions," and | don't have the wordi ng exactly, but
manuf acturers and distributors are permitted to do service in the
state and are exenpt fromreciprocity, exenpt fromgetting
specific license in that NRC region or state if they already have
a license froman NRC region or an agreenent state.

Wth conpatibility | evels not being set high, what
happens is sone states -- one exanple right nowis New York --
decide to take this Iist of devices of highest concern and nake
them specifically licensed devices. Wen they do that, our
provision to go in that state and to service the device goes
away.

You have to get either a specific license or we
have to apply for reciprocity.

So, just for exanple, in the State of New York,
which elected to not follow these proposed rules but to nmake

t hose devices specifically licensed, | amin the process of



getting a specific license in that state to do service to our
strontium anerici um gauges.

That's not sinple, and | would argue it's not
producti ve.

| have a license in California already to do
service throughout the United States, and dealing with each
i ndi vi dual agreenment states that chooses to differ fromthe NRC
and not keep certain devices as generally licensed is not a
productive activity.

So, | amvery concerned with keeping the
conpatibility level high so you don't have states who deci de that
they feel the rules are not strong enough and therefore they want
to go one better and decide that certain devices are specifically
licensed or conpletely have a different set of requirenents.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. So that the focus of that
concern is on the conpatibility requirenment --

MS. NNMVO  For 31.5, yes.

MR, CAMERON: -- of 31.5, and | think you' ve shown
us what your rationale is there.

Let's pick up a couple nore conpany
representatives on this sane i ssue before we go to Suzanne.

W'll go to Ral ph and then cone over to John

Ral ph?

MR, HEYER  Ral ph Heyer, TM Technol ogi es.

| echo essentially what Elsa said.

In addition to New York, we have states, many --
Loui siana, for exanple, Illinois -- who may not have it in rule,
for exanple -- New York does have it in rule, there will be no

generally licensed devices out there, but we have many states out
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there that are saying this is the way | want it.

That's been the response fromat |east seven
di fferent agreenent states, and unfortunately, I'min the
position that I'm-- even though I'mnot from M ssouri, |'m going
to say show nme where it says -- it's inrule, and I'mtrying to
abide in due diligence in providing all information to our end
users, our general |icensed custoners.

When providing themthe infornmation and they say
can we have this device as a generally licensed device, | say
yes, you can, however you nust now notify the regul atory agency
in that respective jurisdiction, and you may have to proceed with
getting a specific license.

So, even though there are states that have gone
forward, such as New York, in doing diligence and changi ng the
conpatibility to point of being nore conpatible, if that's a case
that the Ofice of State Prograns wants to develop, it's still a
problem for the manufacturers to provide critical information to

our custoners, and we're trying to do so in this process and

recogni zing full well, as Elsa said, that New York linmits certain
activities within 180 days in a year -- 30 days, excuse ne, and
so, |I'msubmtting fractions of days of work that | do there, if

I'"'mthere a half-a-day.

If | exceed 30 days of work providing a service to
a custoner, | have to apply for a specific license in that state

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Ral ph.

We're going to go to John and then Suzanne, and
then | want to specifically on this issue ask Joe Cinger in
IIlinois for his views on this, and | guess a question to

consider for all of you, is the sinplest or the only way to solve
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this problemjust by changing the conpatibility level? But maybe
we can find out a little bit in a nmnute what the rationale is
for the existing conpatibility |evel.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. Chip, | just want to echo a | ot of
the things Ral ph said. He nade nost of the points | wanted to.

The only -- the point we just ran into is
Loui si ana has said rul e-nmaki ng, what's that? You know, we want
it this way. And we had to get a license to do service of an
install ed device in Louisiana.

The other thing that |'ve seen happening is nore
and nore states -- we build a portable gauge, as well. People
take it around -- and you do, too, Ralph, and that's getting to
be nore and nore of a problem

Different states -- the craziest one |'ve heard is
Arizona says you don't have to have a license to use this device
if you're an Arizona resident.

If you're an out-of-state resident, you have to
have reciprocity, and if you don't have a specific license in the

state you're in, then you' ve got to get a specific license in

Ari zona.

This is getting ridiculous, personally.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, John.

Suzanne, do you want to comment on this, and then
we'll go to Joe out in Illinois, and then we'll cone back to
Ceor ge

MS. WOODS: | would just like to say that |
believe | need to explain a little bit nore about conpatibility,

and then I'Il invite the representatives fromOfice of State
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Prograns, perhaps, to clarify what the neaning of conpatibility
is.

Essentially, agreenent states can neet at mi ni mum
what we set as the standard for conpatibility, and they can
exceed that, as well. So, | think that is part of what you're
expl ai ni ng and experiencing, and | just wanted to share that with
you.

I'd also like to invite anyone to conme up -- did
you want to say a few words, Lance?

MR, CAMERON. Let's go on to Joe.

Joe, you've heard the conversation on this issue,
and | believe Illinois was offered as an exanpl e, perhaps not of

the issue of not having a, quote, "requirenent," unquote, in the
regul ations but at |east on the issue of setting nore stringent
standards, | take it, than the NRC s standards.

Joe?

MR, CLINGER  Yes, Chinp.

I think, inlllinois, we're consistent with the
proposed NRC rule. | don't know what you can do about these
ot her states.

Li ke sonebody el se has already said, if they want
to be nore stringent, | think they can be that way, and if you
force themto put it inthe rule, they'll probably put it in the
rule.

I think everybody's trying to acconplish the sane
thing, it's just that people have different viewpoints on how to
get there, but as you're going to have people register, we've

been doing that in Illinois for many years, and we don't see ours

as being inconpatible. [It's very consistent with your proposed
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rules. 1In fact, we applaud your efforts to do so, and we woul d
like to other states, all the states do it.

In fact, as chair of the orphan source comittee
for the Conference of Radiation Control ProgramDirectors, that's
one of our initiatives, is to get nore control over these
radi oactive devices but do it in a consistent, conprehensive
manner is what | would like to see, and I know that's what the
vendors would like to see, too.

So, | enpathize with those frustrations out there.

| hope that we're not part of the problemthere,
because | think we are consistent with your proposed rules, and
with the other states, | don't know, you just have to deal wth
t hose individually, and nmaybe through the conference and stuff we
can try and get nore uniformty, and maybe with the NRC rul e,
that will help facilitate nore uniformty.

MR, CAMERON: kay, Joe.

Let me just ask you one question there
specifically, and it may be that there needs to be sone work with
the conference or Organi zati on of Agreenent States, but what do
you think -- what would the Illinois reaction possibly be if the
NRC designated this a conpatibility |evel C rather than B? The
ot her way around.

MR CLINGER | think, as far as we're concerned,
we woul dn't have a problemw th it, because we are consistent.

So, we wouldn't have a problemwith it.

Now, the other states -- they may. | can't speak
for them

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks, Joe.

Lance?



MR RAKOVAN:  Yeah. Lance Rakovan, Ofice of
State Prograns.

I think the reason that we've designated nost of
these as category Cis we're |ooking at the programon a national
level and we realize that there's states that have been doing
these kinds of licensing for years, and we're coning into this
ki nd of new.

So, we're looking at it as we don't want to step
on anyone's toes right now, and that may be the best way to do
it, that may not be.

Part of the reason that we're having this neeting
is to hear your concerns. So, you know, please continue to share
this with us, and once we get all the coments and we can nove
forward with this, we night have to change sone of the
conpatibility categories.

We can always break up the rule in a different way
and enforce different conpatibility categories for different
sections of the rule.

You know, we can take this to nore detail if
necessary, but right now, we're just kind of coning in, this is
what we're thinking, you know, please |let us know what you think.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Lance.

We're going to go to George and then to El sa and
over to Ral ph again, but does everybody -- perhaps either Suzanne
or Lance could say -- | think, Suzanne, for the vendor
requi renents, you gave the rationale of trans-boundary
implications for why conpatibility was set at that |evel.

Do we have a rationale for the 31.5?

MS. WOODS: Lance probably is better positioned to
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explain this than |, but essentially there is a listing, if you
will, alogic flowthat is gone through for each regul atory
requi renent, and -- such as you get this flow chart, and
trans-boundary inplication pops up. It beconmes a conpatibility
l evel B.

There are no trans-boundary inplications. There
are sone other inplications that have resulted in a conpatibility
| evel C requirenent.

I don't know the exact background on the |ogic of
this.

Cat hy, do you have any insight, or Lance?

MS. HANEY: \When we establish adequacy and
conpatibility for a specific regulation, there is an interna
procedure that we use. It is set by a nanagenent directive, and
as Suzanne started to say, it is a very structured process that
we do go through.

It's a series of questions, and you can cone out
of the process at various different |evels, whether it's A which
woul d be sonething Iike a Part 20 requirenent, then you get into
your trans-boundary, then you get into whether there would be
gaps and duplications in regulations, then there's a fina
category of whether the safety -- you consider the safety and
health inplications of the particular regulation

So, it's not like the group that did the
rul e- naki ng sat down and said, gosh, this sounds like a B, this
sounds like a C

It's a very formal process that we go through, and
in order to change those designations, we really need the reasons

for why we'd need to change those -- really, why were our initial



30

assunptions as to is this trans-boundary, why does it kick out
there versus anot her

| don't think that we can go back in and just say,
gosh, it should have been a C, we nade a nistake. It is a very
formal process, and it goes, really, outside of this rul e-naking
to just agency policy that we're tal king about at this point.

MR, CAMERON: And | think that we are beginning to
develop a counter-rationale, at least, for the NRC to consider
here.

Lance, do you have a quick clarification before we
go back to the table?

MR, RAKOVAN: | just wanted to continue on with
what Cathy was sayi ng.

If you'd like, | can nake a copy of the genera
flow chart that we use in deciding what conpatibility category
cones out. | can nmake copies and bring that over, if you'd like.

MR CAMERON: Yeah, | think that woul d be
terrific.

MR, RAKOVAN. (Ckay. That's not a problem

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Let's go to CGeorge and then |
thi nk El sa probably has sonme comments on the rationale.

Ceor ge?

MR, BROMN:  Thank you. Just a couple of coments
on why conpatibility is inportant.

Nunber one, states typically, if they change
rules, won't notify manufacturers. Texas has a possibility of
being able to sign on as a concerned citizen, and we'd get
flyers, but |ike when New York changed the rule, we found out by

word of nouth | ong before, and these are mmjor changes.



Sone states have changed significant portions of
the fee structures and things like that and get nad at us when we
don't know about it.

W' ve got now 32 jurisdictions that we have to
keep track of rules, and that's a trenmendous amount of tine, and
there's no neat way to do that.

Sinple things like -- we file for reciprocity --
we pay $12,000 a year just to do service on gauges that are
already in plants, and many of those states require their form

So, that neans, for us, our cost skyrockets,
because we can't automate it.

If we could get conpatibility that would agree
with the safety concerns of the states but allow us to use
simlar reporting requirenments -- like the reporting requirenent
for the formright now says that it needs to be simlar
information, but if | end up with 30-sone different states that
want their infornmation in a particular form that's a trenendous

burden to put on manufacturers with no gain in safety.

Qur dollars are as precious as anybody's, and they

need to be put -- and the information -- getting the proper
information to a customer so they use the rules and t he gauges
correctly, not spend a lot just trying to nmake sure everybody's
got a formthat they want.

That's where a |l ot of the area of concern cones
from

We see this change fromthe service aspect,
because we have a lot of specific |icense equi pnent that we
service, so we nmaintain |licenses and reciprocity with every

jurisdiction, and if this general license rule is no nore
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conpati ble than that, then it's an entire 'nother nightrmare for
us, and | think that's where the concern comes from

Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, George.

Are you suggesting that, even if the conpatibility
| evel remmined the sane here, that through sone -- the states
provi ding better notice of changes or having simlar forns, that
that would alleviate sonme of the problenf

MR, BROMN: Yes. Specifically, | think there
shoul d be requirenents that they notify registered vendors.
nmean we've been in business 50 years, and | can call states and
they don't even know we've been around, and there should be a
requi renent that we have a license and they be -- | don't care
how you do it, but if they change rules, they have to notify at
| east a group of people, at |east we have a chance of keeping
current, and if that could be expanded to reporting requirenents
need to be standardi zed, then at |east we have a chance of
keepi ng current with everybody.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Before we -- if you could
just be patient one nore mnute, Elsa -- Joe, | hope you heard
Ceorge's explanation of a problem about state notification, and
don't nmean to pick on Illinois, but you're the only one around to
be picked on.

VWhat do you think of the notification requirenent
that George was just describing?

MR CLINGER | totally agree with him W're
very careful that we notify everybody that cones in under
reciprocity, that provide us a quarterly report. Everybody that

we're aware of -- we notify them whenever we are changi ng regs or



changi ng anything that affects generally |icensed devices, and
think that's the only responsible thing to do for these agencies,
because just to provide, you know, due process, if you're

af fecting an industry by changi ng your rules, you' ve got to |et

t hem have some input init, and so, | totally agree.

Now, how do you get the other states to do that?
I think all you can do is bring it to their attention and try and
make them do what | think is reasonable.

MR CAMERON: El sa?

MS. NNMVO Yeah. |1'd like to go back to the 31.5
conpatibility level just to enphasize, with New York, what they
did was they took sone of the devices and nmade them specifically
licensed, which | guess any state can do, even with the passing
of these proposed rules.

Wien | took a look at that and | realized the
i mpact on the service organi zation, | gave New York a call and
sai d, now, these devices that you're going to nmake specifically
licensed, that neans | can't cone in and service themin the way
we have in the past, and | said, well, look at the reciprocity
requi renent, and their response was, oh, we didn't really realize
that it had that inmpact, it wasn't our intention to nmake you get
a specific license, and, well, that was a surprise.

So, they had nade this change in what a generally
i censed device could be and had this unexpected consequence to
the service organi zation which | feel is definitely a
trans- boundary situation

When | spoke to themnore, they said, well, you
know, it will be sinple. You just send in your California

license, and if California has approved it, we'll certainly
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approve it.

So, we sent in our California |icense, severa
bi nders this thick, and we got back a letter with about 10
points: Your training isn't the way we in New York want to see
it. Your badging isn't the way we want to see it in New York

So, you get the picture.

I think if there isn't a consistent definition of
what a generally licensed device is throughout the United States,
we're in the position of possibly having to get specific service
licenses in 20-plus states, all with their different ideas about
what an adequate training programis, adequate badgi ng.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. | think that puts a finer
poi nt on sone of the concerns.

Al right. Let's go to Ral ph

MR, HEYER M personal opinion, for what it's
worth -- | understand fully the Ofice of State Progranms' efforts
when performing reviews on 18-to-36-nonths basis for adequacy and
conmpatibility.

| think what we've heard CGeorge and El sa say, and
John, is caution should be nade when the NRC goes to review a
state program and | ooks at their programto see whether it's
adequate or conpatible but also recognizes that sonetines, even
though they are as restrictive, they are much nore restrictive
and they're so restrictive that they're inconsistent, and | think
that's the contention we were trying to nake.

On another note -- and | don't knowif we'll get
intothat alittle bit later -- is the issue of exenpt
guantities.

The worki ng group nmade five reconmmendations in
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NUREG- 1551, did diligence in providing a good, fine point to what
we need to do for accountability issues, yet we see devices were
previously exenpt quantity-type devices being distributed in
process measurenent equi pnent.

One side, we say let's increase accountability.
Yet, here we've devel oped another area that potentially will not
mai ntai n accountability for these devices.

So, consistency in application in 10 CFR 31.5 is
critical

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

What | did, Ralph, is | noted for the NRC staff
that you tal ked about review of adequacy and conpatibility.

That's done through the -- what's called the | MPEP program here
at the NRC, and you seemto be suggesting that there may be a way
to handl e this problemthrough that route, but it seens |like the
nore direct route would be to change the conpatibility

desi gnati on here.

Do we have any other conments we want to add on
the conpatibility level?

I think that there's been sonme good discussion
about exactly what problens exist out there, and I would ask the
NRC st aff whet her they have any questions for the panel that
woul d hel p themto understand this a little bit nore if they
don't al ready.

Suzanne, John, Cathy, anybody?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MS. WOODS: | have one question on conpatibility

timng.
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MR CAMERON: Can we address it later on?

M5. WOODS: Sure, that's fine.

MR, CAMERON: Okay. We'll pick that up then.

Al right.

Anybody in the -- we night as well do this now
Anybody in the audi ence have anything on the conpatibility issue
that hasn't been said up front here?

Yes, sir, if you could just cone up to the
nm cr ophone, please, and just please, for the transcriber, for the
st enographer, identify yourself and conpany.

MR HARMON. |'mLarry Harnon from Safety Light
Corporation, and I amkind of the oddball in the group here,
because you're tal king nainly about gaugi ng devi ces.

We nanufacture commercial exit signs, which also
fall under 31.5. The aircraft signs, of course, fall under 31.7.

I know that the rule in place here --
Massachusetts, when this proposed rule went out, even though it
desi gnat ed what isotopes had to be registered and what isotopes
didn't have to be registered, Massachusetts sent a letter out to
everybody, including tritiumexit signs. The $450 fee, of
course, is about three tines what we charge for an exit sign

So, | don't knowif that's really with the
conpatibility thing here we're tal ki ng about, but at any rate, |
just wanted to bring up that there's other devices underneath
31.5 that's affected by this other than gauges.

Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you very nuch.

Al right.

Thank you very much, Cathy, for going over the
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rule for us, and right now, what we're going to do, we're going
to gotothe first listed item discussion itemon the agenda,
which is ways to increase general |icensee regul atory awareness,
and you see we listed a nunber of things there.

I'"mgoing to ask Suzanne to just briefly give us a
context for that, and then we'll go to you guys for a discussion

Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: (Okay. A couple of things conme to our
attention, and we'd like to introduce themjust to serve as
stimulation for conversation

The focus of the rule in particular is to increase
the general |icensees' awareness of devices and associ ated
requi renents, as well as accountability and tracking, and what
we've found is that, nany tinmes, NRC |icensees don't know they're
i censees, they don't know about nmaintaining the |abel
instructions for safe use, proper storage transfer and di sposal

So, the rule, in particular, enphasizes one neans
of getting this information to |licensees, and that is to provide
it prior to the purchase. | believe it's referred to as
di scl osure.

Currently, as just a rem nder for those in the
audi ence and others, 31.5 regulations are to be provided by the
vendor during the process of transfer

This provision in the rule would require that this
transfer of 31.5 regulations to the |licensee occur before the
transfer of the device, during the purchasing process.

It al so specifies copies of additional applicable
regul ation -- sections of the regulations, lists of services only

performed by specific licensees, info on the disposal --
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i nfornmati on on the di sposal of options for devices being
transferred, including estinated costs, agreenent states and
general licensees, in particular, for agreenent states -- there
woul d be a requirenent for 31.5 or conparabl e agreenent state
regs to be provided, as well as the nanme, address, and phone
nunber of the agreenent state agency.

VWhat we're looking for here is whether there are
any issues that you foresee in inplenenting this. Are there ways
to facilitate this approach?

Are there issues with achieving any type of
conpar abl e enforcenent-type issues as asked for in the rule, and
in particular, the rule al so enphasi zes what the positives and
negatives would be to changing the words in the rule to "prior to
pur chase. "

Al so, are there other ways to increase the
awar eness of general |icensees as to their regul atory
responsibilities and safety and all those other issues |'ve
nmentioned up front as exanpl es?

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Suzanne. We'll try

to get into other ways, also, in this discussion, but let's go to

the basics. Let's go to Elsa, and then we'll go over to David.
El sa?
M5. NNMVO | think there's a good reason to avoid

the use of the word "sale,"” and that's because sonme of the
devices are leased. So, the "prior to transfer" -- | don't know
how ot her people feel, but for us, that works.

Actually, nost of the information that's descri bed
we're already providing, and it nmay change the point at which

that material is sent, but not significantly. So, "sale" would



be a bad -- "prior to sale" would be a confusing term because it
really isn't always a question of selling a device.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Let's clear that issue now,
before we go to other points.

Any other comments on the use of the | anguage
about transfer, sale, purchase, |ease?

Gary, is that what you wanted to address?

MR CAINES: Alittle bit. M coment was on the
timng. Wen we say "before,” | think that needs to be specified
nore tightly. "Before" can be five ninutes before the device is
installed if sonebody wanted to really press the issue.

M5, WoODS: | would like to respond -- to
facilitate that question a little bit with sone nore infornation.

The Conmi ssion has gone to the trouble of
describing in here what they intended by "prior to transfer," and
whil e they have specified it's not their intent to get into the
busi ness of the vendor-licensee interaction, it was intended that
this information would be a matter of know edge to the |icensee
before they chose -- or to the custoner before they chose to
becone a |icensee.

So, it is sonewhat specified in the discussion of
t he proposed rule, and nmaybe that can facilitate your discussion
alittle bit nore.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Wat we're focusing on is
this phrase in the regulation, and El sa focused in on the aspect
of sale versus | ease or sone other arrangenent, and Gary tal ked
about the word "before", "prior." Let's keep going on these
i ssues.

David, did you want to address that particular
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phrase, or did you want to get into another area?
MR BENNETT: Anot her area.
MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Hold on, then, a minute, and
let's clear this area first.
John, did you want to talk to that?

MR PATTERSON. Yeah. One of the issues that npst

of us have, | think, is when -- | think the wording is "prior to
purchase," isn't it?
M5. NIMMO.  Transfer.
MR, PATTERSON. No, in the proposed regul ation
MR, CAMERON: Sue, could you clarify that?
MR PATTERSON. The issue that | have -- it

doesn't matter what the exact word is. The issue | have is when
does that happen? Mst of us take a purchase order, and three
nonths later, we ship the unit, or two nonths |ater

Those are not necessarily exactly happening at the
same tinme. It's not like walking into a store and purchasing a
tel evision set.

You know, which of those events triggers the need
for information?

For exanple, the selling process for many of us
probably is we have a sal esman go out and talk to the custoner,
the custoner says, gee, I'minterested, give ne a quotation, we
give thema fornmal quotation that says here is what we're selling
you.

Sonme nonths later, we get a purchase order which
says okay, we want to buy that, and then sone nonths |ater, we
ship it to them

Wi ch of those events is the one you're talking
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about ?

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. And keep focusing on the --
it helps interns of, | think, resolving these issues to focus on
what the objective of the requirenent is, and that mi ght give
some gui dance as to when the information should be provided, but
as John points out, there could be several points here.

Ceor ge?

MR, BROAN:.  Another portion of that section that
needs clarification is the disposal. |f sonebody was to ask ne
what the disposal possibilities for anericiumis, there are none.
It's defined as an orphan. | nean there's just no place.

So, the only thing we could tell themis there's
nothing to do with it.

It needs to be clarified that return to a
manuf acturer or proper end use or sonething |ike that.

So, | don't have any problem notifying peopl e that
we'd be willing to take them back at sone point in the future for
a fee, but that's not disposal, that's transfer of nmaterial, and
just telling soneone that's going to buy a gauge that there is no
-- the way the I owlevel waste packs are falling apart, that
whol e is -- whatever disposal neans, we have no way of know ng
what that would be in the future anyway.

So, we need to clarify that transfer, because that
becones a big issue.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Does anybody have a suggestion on what a better --
what point should be defined as the when that should be used in
the rul e?

Gary?



MR, CAINES: | would say sonething like 10 days
prior to transfer. | think a tinme period needs to be put in.
MR, CAMERON: But this is in ternms of providing

i nformati on to the purchaser about their requirements as a

general --

MR, CAINES: Yes, 31.5.

MR CAMERON: -- |icensee?

Now, if that's 10 days, has the purchase al ready
been --

MR, CAINES: Yes.

MR, CAMERON: -- made at that point?

Is the intent to get themto consider this before
t hey decide to buy thenf?

Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: Maybe it would be helpful if | just
read the words right out of the rule.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

MS. WOODS: "The Commission's intent that 'prior
to transfer' would be before a final decision to purchase so that
the informati on can be considered in naking that decision.”

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

So, 10 days nay or may not be within that

f ramewor k.

El sa?

M5. NNMMO | think probably sone of the reaction
fromthe people sitting around the table -- we're in radiation

safety, and if | had a way of guaranteeing that the sal esman
woul d al ways give that information, I'd I ove that, but short of

requiring -- the NRC requiring the custonmer to sign that they got



that information, | can't make that happen

So, if you do sonething like 10 days prior to
transfer, | can nmake that happen, but if you wote in "prior to
the decision to | ease or purchase," some nmechani sm-- sone rather
strict mechani smwoul d have to be set up

I think, for a lot of us, we're not tal ki ng about
snal | conpani es where we personally are interacting with the
sal esman who's based in the office next door. It's a big
organi zation with sal esman that we haven't net, who are very,
very difficult to control

So, | think that's part of what you're hearing

from us.

| would personally Iove to see that information be

in the hands of the person nmaking the decision to | ease or
purchase, but doggoned if | can figure out a way to guarantee
that that will happen.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Let's stay on this issue of
when and how to nake that happen.

John, did you have a coment on that?

MR, HI CKEY: Well, just a followup. | think the
points are well taken. W need to think about -- | don't think
speci fyi ng one nunber woul d necessarily do it. It nmay be a tine

range.

If you're going to specify a minimumtine, it
seens |ike you may al so want to specify a maxi mumtinme, and
think Elsa's point is also well taken about it's hard to control
how t he deci sion point factors into this, as opposed to just the
-- providing the infornmation.

So, that's sonething that we need to think about,
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but | agree their point's well taken, that the proposed rule, as
written, needs nore thought.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Let's finish up on coments
on this issue of timng, and then we're going to go to David,
who' s been waiting patiently on another issue.

John, do you have anything on -- is this on
timng?

MR, PATTERSON. Yeah, this is one tining again.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

MR, PATTERSON. One of the other issues that you
have to understand is many of these systens are specifically
built for a specific order.

Ten days in that case is not nearly good enough
because if you send this out to -- the intent is you're going to

tell the custoner you' ve got these responsibilities and give him

the option to say, oh, gee, | didn't know that, | want to cance
the order. It's much, nmuch too |ate 10 days ahead.
So, | think it depends a little bit -- you've got

to look at what the sale cycle and the build cycle for a
particul ar product is, as well.
So, it's unique to each particular conpany, |'m
afraid.
MR, CAMERON: So that maybe what you're suggesting
is that it would help the NRC in naking this decision if they
really understood, perhaps, a little bit nore about how the
actual business end of this is operated fromthe sales on down.
Questions or conments on timng?
Ral ph, do you have one on tim ng?

MR, HEYER Yes. W've got in 10 CFR 31.5 al ready
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atimng issue that the general licensee notify the regulatory
agency within 30 days, and we know that's not been rea
effective.

The point I'mtrying to nake is, sale and | ease
let's not have our regulators get into that business.

| think the term"end user"” woul d be appropriate,
thus avoiding the termof third-party contracting that we have
soneti nes, and perhaps an issue of the tinme the end user receives
that device, then -- what we've tried to do over the past year
is, at the time the unit is installed, in those cases where
they're fixed units, we have hand-delivered the general |icense
package infornation, because we've had problens where we've tried
to, at the time of purchase, mail a package and it goes to a
third person or sonmeone who is not directly involved, goes to
everyone el se except to the end user, and | think the Conmm ssion
is trying to nake the objective to get all the infornation to the
end user in a tinely fashion, and that's the focus we need to
stay on.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Ral ph.

Jonat han, do you have a timing --

MR, FORTKAMP: Yes. Two comments.

First, at least in our conpany -- | nean when you
tal k about prior to the decision to nake a sale, from
radi ol ogi cal operations, we're at the very end of the sale
process.

The order has already been processed nonths,
per haps years in advance of when we're notified to get the source
ready for shiprment, and it's not really reasonable, in our system

at this time, to distribute that type of infornation prior to the



deci sion to buy or |ease.

As well, you're dealing with two different groups.
The group that's really going to be interested in the information
for the disposal and the regulations is not the group that's --
generally is not the group that's naking the decision to buy or
sel | the device

They are the radiation safety person at the mll,
in our case, you know, at a paper nill, is not the person who's
buyi ng -- the decision whether they want to buy this whole
nmeasur enent system this whole neasurenent platformthat ABB
woul d sel | .

They are told the decision's been made, we're
buyi ng one.

At that point, you know, the way the regul ations
are witten, the decision was already nade and the infornation at
that point probably woul d not have gotten into the hands of the
person in the custoner's end who would need to know or who woul d
under stand how to use the information.

MR CAMERON: So, there's a disconnect on the
purchaser's end as well as perhaps on the sal es end.

MR, FORTKAMP: Very nuch so. You know, especially
wi th the bigger conpanies, you know, ABB and Measurex. Sone of
the smaller conpanies, | can't speak for, but at the |arger
conpani es, you know, it's a huge institution. Al the groups
work pretty independently, and they have to as far as the
busi ness si de goes.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

I think we'd better let David get on-board here,

and then we nay cone back with Doug and Elsa and Chris to see if
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there's anynore on the timng issue, but go ahead, David.

MR, BENNETT: Touching on the timng issue, our
systemis fairly sinple.

When custoners call our order processing center
and order one of our devices by part nunber, within the conmputer
systema flag cones up and directs that regulatory information
nmust be sent to the custoner prior to the sale being conpleted.

A package is faxed to them including a general
license registration card that states on the card I have read and
will agree to the regulatory infornation that's provided.

The person that's responsible for the device, the
end user, has to sign that card. It can't be a nenber of their
pur chasi ng group.

That information is then faxed back to us before
the sale is conpleted.

The RSO office has worked very closely with the
order processing center in devel opi ng procedures to nmake sure
that every tinme a custoner requests one of our devices, that the
conputer systemis set up for it, they have all the paperwork
that's necessary to fax a copy of 31.5, plus a copy of the
regi stration card.

They are required to conplete that infornmation,
sign off on it, put their signature on it, and send it back to
us.

So, it has been working very, very well for us to
nmake sure that they get that information.

| can't swear that they're reading it, but they
are at least signing off on that card.

If there are no responses to that --
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MR, CAMERON: At sone point, | think it would be
useful to see if other conpani es have the sane type of system or
whet her it would be feasible to inplenent that type of system
Let's get sone coments on that now before we go on.

Gary?

MR, CAINES: Honeywell has sonething sinilar, but
this is not done before the sale. Wen the device is being
transferred, we have a simlar card that the custoner is required
to sign stating that they have read and received all the
materials, read it, and fully understand everything.

MR CAMERON: But not before sale.

MR CAINES: Not before sale.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Chris?

MR FITZ: Yeah. Chris Fitz from NDC

One of the problens that we have would be with --
we sell to alot of CEMs. COEMis an original equiprent
manuf acturer, so that we -- that is our custoner, and we don't
even know who the end user is until maybe 30 days prior to
shi prent .

VWhat Ral ph was tal king about, the third parties --
we woul d be supplying the CEMwith the information, who is
responsi ble for providing it to the end user

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

David, let's go back for your next point.

MR, BENNETT: Just a quick response.

Qur OEMs have specific licenses, so they are
authorized to receive those devices and then transfer to a

general licensee. W have distribution centers that have
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specific licenses to receive -- purchase and receive our genera
licenses, generally licensed devices, that they, in turn, sell

Going on with the question that you had asked
earlier, the concern | have with providing information to
custonmers up front is the volune of information that we provide
to them

Thirty-one point five is |like three pages printed
out, just by itself. | don't have too much trouble with three
pages, requesting that they read three pages and signing it off,
but the proposed rule includes requirenment for other information,
as well, regulatory infornmation, as well.

So, we're | ooking at, what, six pages, seven pages
of information that these people are going to be required to
read.

My proposal would be that we continue requiring
31.5, which is the guts of the thing, but to include in our
i nfornmati on provided to themthat other very inportant regul atory
information will be provided, say, along with the product or at
some other tinme, it's very inportant to conply with it, as well,
and be famliar with it.

I"mjust concerned that, if you throw a book at
themand they're trying to close a sale, they're just not going
toread it. |It's hard enough to conceive that they're going to
read three pages, let alone six to 10 pages of regul ations.

Secondly, we're not seeing too nmuch of a problem
with the original purchasers receiving and under st andi ng
i nformation.

Qur greatest concern is that, with the turnover of

conpani es being so great, turnover of personnel being so great,
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that the infornmation is discarded and | ost al ong the way.

W're trying a couple of things like, in the
bookl et that we provide to the custoners, to describe a
docunent ati on process for themto follow to ensure that that
i nfornmati on gets passed on, safety checks and things |ike that,
and that's hel pi ng, and anot her thought we're having -- we're
| ooking into the possibility of including a corporate web-page
address on the netal tag that would identify all of the
regul atory requirenents for the device, in case the paperwork
gets lost, and that's what we typically see, is that a | aboratory
two or three sales down the Iine of the history of the device has
no docunent ati on what soever.

So, we thought, well, if we put a corporate
web-site on there and indicate, for critical regulatory
information for this device, contact this web-site, that way we
could provide up-to-date infornmation and gui dance for the
custoners at all tinmes.

Continuing on, | question the possibility, if
we're really interested in getting people to read this stuff and
conply with it, is there any possibility of |ooking into identify
penalties in the event these regulations are not followed?

We provide all of these regulations up front, at
what ever point in the sale, and so nmany tines, the chemi st
nmentality of the person using our device versus the regulatory
nmentality of the radiation safety office is totally different.

The I ab chem st, bench chemist, very, very often
especially if they're in R&D -- and this is not a slight, but
very often, their |evel of concern over regulations is just not

t here.



The regul ations office is very concerned about
this. The chenist is concerned about his project, and so, their
| evel of concern for conplying with regulatory issues is very
low, and | just wonder, possibly, of identifying what sort of
penalties mght be included in the case of failure to conply with
t hem

MR, CAMERON: Thank you. You raised a nunber of
i mportant issues, and | don't want to forget Doug from our staff
-- has your point been covered? Al right.

John, you had a question?

MR, HI CKEY: Just on the question of penalties,
the suppliers and the users are |icensees of NRC, or if it's in
an agreenent state, the agreenent state, and there are penalties,
and they can be severe. It depends on how severe the infraction

So, nerely because you're a general |icensee does
not mean that you are not subject to penalties for violations of
our requirenents.

MR, BENNETT: | understand that. |'mjust
suggesting that we identify the possibility of penalties and how
severe they night be.

MR, CAMERON:  And on whom | guess, was part of
your point.

MR, BENNETT: For the custoner, for the person
purchasi ng the general |icense device.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Jonat han?

MR, FORTKAMP: Al ong these sane |ines about
material to be included prior to transfer or whenever, you asked

for an estimted cost of disposal
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I think the way the final disposal options are
right now and the way they're laid out to be in the future, it's
so unpredictable that | think it's unrealistic to give a
realistic nunber to a custoner about what disposal cost is going
to be.

The lifetime of some of these devices can be
upwards to 30 years.

Thirty years -- | mean, you know, over the last 10
years, disposal costs have junped up and down and all around, and
in 30 years, it's inpossible to predict what they are or what
they are going to be or even if there is going to be the
possibility for disposal

| think that's a difficult thing to include, and
by having us as vendors pin down a nunber, an estimate, | just
don't want to get into the case of being tied down to a nunber
that we can't realistically stick with

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. And this was raised earlier,
a simlar point by George, | believe, not on the cost,
necessarily, but on specifying some -- the nmechani smof -- what
t he actual nechani smfor disposal m ght be.

Do you want to say anything in regard to

Jonat han's point?

MR BROMN: | think the cost issue is the sane.
My point was the |aw says disposal. | can only tell a person
that a transuranic has no disposal. | nmean what do you do with a

transurani c?
In certain cases, it could be you send it to a
certain jurisdiction that may not have -- North Carolina -- they

don't have access to Barnwell. Oher people may not have access
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to other sites.

So, ny problemwas using the word "disposal." It
should be clarified that a vendor -- that we can agree to take
themback if the laws allow it at that tinme.

The cost issue -- we can nmake estimates of today's
cost, but they do bounce around a |ot.

| inmagine Barnwell will be closed by this tine
next year, and where do we go with even seal ed sources at that
time? So, there is no disposal

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

El sa?

M5. NNMVMO | was going to echo the comments of
John.

I am not sure quite what the NRC was | ooking for

I think nmany of us could say it's our corporate
policy that, if we've shipped a source, we will take it back, and
we woul dn't have a probl em sayi ng what the 1999 fee for that
return woul d be, but we do have a problem predicting what the fee
inthe future is or, as George points out, what the di sposal --
what ot her options they woul d have.

We could certainly say that they are free to
consi der other people licensed to do disposal, and we could
direct themin that way, but we couldn't give really usefu
specific -- here are your options, here are your estinated costs,
when the gauge m ght be out there for 30 years or nore.

MR, CAMERON: We're going to go out to Safety
Light in a minute for conment, but let's get sone clarification,
if we can, fromthe NRC staff on Elsa's point.

MS. WOODS: It appears to ne fromreading the



proposed rule that the intent is that there be a know edge t hat
there is sone fee, there is a process by which they're going to
have to follow for disposal, and that perhaps sharing the current
free structure for disposals of the sources and devices that they
woul d be procuring nmight in one sense educate them

It seens to ne that the enphasis has been
t hroughout this rule that they be know edgeabl e about such
t hi ngs.

Did you have anything nore to add, John?

MR HICKEY: Well, | was just going to say | think
El sa sunmed it up nicely.

What we need to think about is whether what we
really want is for the nmanufacturer to say this source -- this
device will only be able to be disposed of by a transfer to an
aut hori zed person. W are such an authorized person for you to
return it to us, and this is what our current charge is, and we
need to deci de whet her we wanted to say nore than that.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. The gentlenan from Safety
Li ght had sonething to offer on this?

MR HARMON: | had witten a comment to the
proposed rule back in '91 where | didn't think comrercial exit
signs should be a part of 31.5. Hearing what |'m hearing today,

I know it shouldn't be.

| don't know how we get that changed, but sone of
our signs go out within five mnutes of the date of a sale,
because a fire nmarshal wal ks in and says you need a sign here,
it's out.

Sonetinmes the owner of the building -- you're

tal ki ng about transferring buildings and that type of thing --
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the owner of the building mght be a guy in New York City that
has a spec building that sonebody else is ordering a sign from

So, we have that issue to deal with, and | just
wanted to nake that conmment.

| forgot what the other coment was | was going to
nmake. It had to do with that gentlenman's --

MR, CAMERON: Wien you say "that gentleman" --

MR, HARMON. The one in the plaid shirt.

| forget what the other issue was | was going to
make, but at any rate, | don't think that commercial exit signs
are falling in the same programas all these devices, even though
they are under 31.5, and | think the regulations that the NRC is
nmaki ng for gaugi ng devices, where they take nonths to be able to
get these to the field and all this other kind of thing, does not
apply to comercial exit signs.

I think we have different things that the NRC has
to think about regulating comercial exit signs.

That's the other point | was going to nmake. W
have to send out the sane regul ations that the gaugi ng peopl e
have to send out. A lot of tinmes, the responsible party for our
devices is a janitor in a school, for instance, or soneone |ike
t hat.

W have to send out about the on/off device, we
have to do all kinds of things which doesn't even apply to our
sign. These people don't even understand what they're reading.

If we are stuck within 31.5, ny suggestion woul d
be -- is rather than put anything that the NRC wites out to the
public, is have us wite sonething that you guys can approve that

puts it in sinple English and says this is what you do if,
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i nstead of all the garbage.

MR, CAMERON: |Is that term"garbage" -- is that a
regul atory ternf

Ckay. We'll put that up there.

Let's finish up with sone conments in the
audi ence, and then let's take a break

M ke.

MR, RADDATZ: Good day. |'m M ke Raddat z.

The one thing 1'd like to enphasize to everyone
here is that, if you were buying a condom niumtoday and you
noved in, they'd disclose the fee structure, and if you find out
the | ast day, when you were attenpting to nove out, that, oh, by
the way, you owe us 25 percent of the original purchase price and
you can't leave until it's paid, this is the sane structure that
we're getting into now, is the devices are there, they exist, you
sold them

The end user cannot be forgiven their |ack of
know edge of what to do with it. It's our responsibility to try
to find a way to get there

To say, well, the gentlenman can't -- does not
understand what they're reading -- that's true. A lot of our
regul ations do need to be witten in plain English, and we're
going to try to do that, but the reason we're here is that you
cannot be absolved fromresponsibility by saying, hey, we tried.

But you did sell it. You nade a profit by selling
it. It's our responsibility to regulate it. W're looking for
your hel p.

W need to find a path forward. A lot of

hand-wavi ng saying, well, hell, | can't do anything about it --
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there was an honest suggestion, okay, if we tie this stuff to a
web- page, where sonebody can go up and find the life-cycle
history on a permanent |abeling -- these are good suggesti ons.

These are things that we can use to feed back into

As we progress through the day, a solid thought,
an idea saying we could do this, and that way these end users
woul d know, you know, with a little skull-and-crossbones, don't
open it up, don't throwit away, don't put it in the trash, that
we need to get there, and that's the type of things |I hope to
hear, because we're going to do feedback on these regul ati ons.

We're going to take everything you say and we're
going to feed it back into the process, and all of you, when you
| ook at any of the regulations, |ook at those statenents of
consi deration, the statenments of consideration for the proposed
rule.

They tell you not just what the rule says but what
we were thinking when we put it in there, and they do have wei ght
and they do have standi ng.

Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks. And | think that we
have been hearing a nunber of reconmendations for how to approach
this around the table, and | think we're going to be hearing nore
of them also.

Davi d?

MR BENNETT: Just had a conment.

| don't necessarily see it as garbage, but | do
see it as very, very confusing information for the mgjority of

our custoners, and the thought | had was that, instead of sending



the entire regulation, that we would be able to extract out
pertinent information for our particular products, and even if it
nmeans passing it through the NRC and getting approval, it would
certainly lessen the level of frustration that our custoners face
in dealing with a product such as ours that is of very, very |ow
health risk, a very bad agent, if you will, conpared w th higher
| evel s of concern

There's nmuch in 31.5 that is just not applicable,
and rather than smash themin the face with all this nateri al
where they need sonebody to wal k them through by the hand and
say, well, this is what you need, you don't need this point, this
is not applicable, this is applicable, these are the things that
you need, | would prefer to be able to extract out word for word
portions of the regulation that are pertinent for our individua
custoners, and not only on an individual but | nean on a
device-rel ated basis, and provide that to the custoners, instead
of the entire package.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

We are getting a little bit nore support for this
i dea of sonehow tailoring the information. There was a
suggestion that maybe the NRC needs to look at this, but that's
al so another alternative. W do need to get to a break soon, and
I would like to give Elsa and John a chance to speak, and al so
Doug.

Doug, why don't you go ahead right now, and then
we' Il cone back to the table, and pl ease introduce yourself for
t he stenographer and the audi ence.

MR, BROADDUS: This is Doug Broaddus, and as

nmentioned previously, |'ve been working on this project for quite
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sonme tinme, as well, and I wanted to give a little bit of insight
into the purpose for the provision for the disposal and to throw
out sone ideas that you may want to think about.

Di sposal was not the only intent, as you say,
Ceor ge

It was, in fact, nore of a disposition, trying to
find out -- trying to provide infornation about how the genera
licensees could get rid of the naterial in the end, and | agree
with you that di sposal does convey one thought only and that's
putting it in the ground, but the intent was, in fact, nore than
t hat .

The other part to the rule is the general |anguage
that is in there -- that is, provide information on disposal, and
the reason it was left general was to provide sone flexibility
for the vendors to provide that information in a variety of ways.

As George pointed out, disposal is not the only
option for many devices and sources. There's recycle. There's
di sposal. There's return to the nanufacturer, as well as if you
wanted to provide informati on about what the costs are for today
as well as what they are in the future.

You have that flexibility, but the intent is to
get that information to the end user so that they have that
i nfornati on avail able to themso that they can nake a deci sion
about whether they want to really purchase this and take that
responsibility for the ultimte disposition of the materi al

Al so, just to let you know, as well, there are a
nunber of different options for transuranic naterials.
Transuranics are only -- can't be disposed of if they're not

accepted by disposal facilities, and generally that's greater
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than Class C materials, but there are a nunber of prograns out
there for recycle, as well as return and reuse for transuranics,
as well.

So, it's not just -- just returning it to the
vendor is not the only option for that.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks for that on the
di sposal issue.

Let's go to Elsa, and then we'll conme down to
Candy and across to John, and then we will take a break

M. NNMMO To respond to Mke's comments, the
transfer of information to a potential custoner, the itens that
are listed -- is that intended to be sonething that the NRC woul d
i nspect against, to be able to | ook and see that we had provided
that information in advance of transfer or decision to buy,
decision to | ease?

MR, RADDATZ: |f the regulation says that the
material has to be in their hands prior to -- if that's what we
end up -- in final |anguage, then it's inspectable, but they --
see, anything that's in the regul ati ons beconmes an inspectabl e,
enforceabl e unit.

If it's not inplicit in the regulations, thenit's
not necessarily inspectable.

VWhat we're trying to do right nowis give you the
information on our intent. Qur intent is to educate the people
that are purchasing any device, that their responsibilities fal
beyond it.

Unfortunately, we don't get to speak to all of
them nor do they listen to us all the tinme. You do.

At sone point, the vendor, your sales staff,
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someone in your organization is interacting with the fina
purchaser, what you've called the end user. So, we are going to
have to rely very heavily upon you to ensure that this
i nfornmation gets into the right hands.

That's why we're here. Part of it is to find out
what's the best way to carry out the intent of the Conm ssion
not just the letter of the law, not just as it reads today but to
carry out the intent, and we're |looking to you to say, you know,
NRC, this will work, NRC, it won't.

We need concrete suggestions for -- if we have
expl ai ned our intent, that you can tell us, |ook, here's a nethod
that may work, and with the nunber of people here at the table,
think we can find that method.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MS. NNMVO Mke, if the regulation read sonething
like that the distributor had to have records that denonstrated
the material had been nade available to the purchaser or |essor
i n advance of the decision and you put it in terms of we had to
have records showi ng that, probably it woul d happen

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Let's maybe cone back to that when we revisit
conpliance issues, but | think, just to put a little discussion
footnote on that exchange, that if these regulations are to be
i nspectabl e and enforceable, the NRC has an obligation to nmake
sure that they're understandabl e and that they nake sense in the
practical world, and | think that that's part of at |east what
we're all about here.

Let's take two nore coments, Candy and Jonat han,

and we' Il take a break.
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Candy?

MS. BROCK: In ny role, | deal with custoners on a
daily basis for source return. So, this is a subject very near
and dear to ny heart.

A lot of those conversations start out w th how
much are you going to pay ne to buy this back fromnme? So, |
understand the need for disposal information, and | understand
your anal ogy of the condo owner, but with a condo owner, it's
that condo owner who is selling the condo at the end of that
peri od of tine.

Unfortunately, in our industry -- or fortunately,
dependi ng upon your viewpoint -- the gauge is out there for 30
years, and the person who has originally signed off and said yes,
| understand that there will be a disposal fee has |ong since
retired, dead, noved on to other endeavors.

So, that transfer of information does not go from
that original person who set out to buy the gauge to the person
who, 30 years fromnow, is going to be dealing with disposa
i ssues.

So, the intent doesn't follow all the way through

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Candy.

Jonat han

MR, FORTKAMP: Al ong these sane |ines, you know,
it is great that we get the regulations out and it's inportant
that we get the regulations out, but in ny experience, whenever
one of our custoners has a question about sonething, he doesn't
go back and | ook up his regul ati ons, he gets on the phone and
calls us, and | want to tie this back in with what we started

this morning with, and that's a conpatibility issue.
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When it cones to -- these guys are calling us.
For us to respond to them are we going to have to go and | ook up
one of 32 different sets of regulations that we need to eval uate?

If we can reach a level B conpatibility, we are
much nore familiar with the regul ations, whether it be the NRC or
any agreenent state, and then we can relate that information to
the custoner, no matter where he is, or if he spans many states.

You know, we have many custoners that are in
multiple states across the agreenent states, NRC. W can relate
that information to a single person in charge and give them
correct and accurate information.

Cenerally nmy first response now wi th many
guestions in agreenment states is, well, let nme get the
i nfornmati on and go | ook up the regul ations and get back to you,
and it's not a productive effort.

Wth the level B conpatibility, we could -- it
woul d be much nore honobgeneous for us as vendors and generally as
the primary consultant to the end custoner.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, John.

Joe, | don't know if you want to say anything at
all before we break, but | didn't want to forget the invisible
peopl e out there. Do you have anything to add?

MR CLINGER | agree with nost of the coments
I've heard out there. There is some confusion sonetines on the
part of the vendors, as well, in terns of the general |icense.

W' ve had a couple of instances recently, and one
resulted in a request for a hearing and is taking up a | ot of
legal time, and that is the custoners out there, the genera

licensees, feel like they are working under the vendor's genera
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license, and they don't realize that they thensel ves are genera
i censees and have to conply with a |ot of requirenents.

So, even though we've been doing this for many,
many years, there's still sone conpanies out there -- and | think
it's the sal espeople that are putting out sone erroneous
i nfornmati on that causes probl ens.

So, once we get in touch with the radiation safety
officer, they're able to straighten it out.

Wth all these problens, with the differences in
the regul ati ons between all the different states and then
confusion on the part of the sal espeople, | can see why the
general |icensees are having probl ens.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks, Joe.

We're going to take a break and try to be back
around 10 to 11. That gives you a little bit nore than 20
m nut es.

Just one caution for all of us is that we're
wal king sort of a fine line between -- it's really good to have
exanpl es from your experience about why things mght not work.

I f those exanpl es involve anything that m ght
suggest a violation of the regulations, let's please keep it in
t he hypot hetical framework so there's no m sunderstandi ngs, and
if there are other people out there fromthe vendor comunity who
want to be up at the table, please see ne during the break

[ Recess. ]

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. To just sort of do an agenda
check here, the staff, NRC staff fromour licensing fee section
is with us, and we wanted to make sure -- we know that there

could be no problens with these, but --



[ Laught er.]

MR, CAMERON: -- we thought that we m ght have a
little discussion of that now, get that off the table, so that
they could go back to assessing other |icensees.

[ Laught er. ]

MR CAMERON: So, we want to do that, and al so,
the one issue fromthis norning that we didn't talk about that |
think that we need to at | east get on the table, this whole idea
of criteria for registration, potential exenptions, conpetitive
effects, etcetera, etcetera, |'d like to do that before we pop
back onto the published agenda.

Suzanne fromthe NRC staff has some information
about agreenment state conpatibility issues for you, and before we
do that, though, we have a new nmenber up here at the table, and
I'"mgoing to ask her to introduce herself.

Kat e?

MS. ROUGHAN: Kat e Roughan, AEA Technol ogy,
fornmerly Amersham

We do distribute a product line to genera
licensees, but prinarily we distribute sources that get used in
t he gauges that then ultimately go to general |icensees, and
we're at the receiving end, also, of, hopefully, disposals.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you very nuch.

Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: | just wanted to point out that,
during the break, OSP arranged for us to get the flow chart that
we referred to for conpatibility levels, and what 1'd like to do
is -- while we'd like to nove forward on our agenda, we'd like to

invite you to reviewthis and use it with the proposed rule in
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hand, and identify those areas of the rule that you feel m ght
well fall into this flow chart in another area, and to give us an
area of the rule, specific requirenents you're tal king about, and
give us sonmething to go on, the basis that we night use to use a
new conpatibility requirenent.

So, | invite you to do that. The tinefrane for
comrent, | believe, ends Cctober 12th.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. And keep in mind that, if you
have questions about conpatibility or any other parts of the rule
that woul d be useful to get answered in preparing your coments,

I know the staff is receptive to hearing fromyou either by
e-nmail or over the phone to get any clarification of information
so that you can do that.

Suzanne, while we have you, do you want to say
what the -- do you want to tal k about what the -- is there
anything to be said about the fee structure to just kick off this
di scussion of fees that you want to say?

M5. WOODS: Bottomline, there's one fee. Four
hundred and twenty dollars is proposed. It is projected that it
will be that anmount. There are sone considerations with regards
to the nunber of agreenent state |icensees dropping in and out of
t he program

The basis of it is essentially the cost that it
will be to regulate, to inplenent a registration program and
provide that to |icensees.

So, it is on a per-licensee basis; it is not on a
per - devi ce basi s.

W are required to have full fee recovery. So, we

have i npl emrented and propose that this will probably be the $420
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per licensee as the cost that it will cost NRC to inplenent a
regi stration programby a |icensee.

Wth that, then, if there's any further
clarification fromthe fees group --

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Let's go to discussion here,
and if there are any needs for clarification, just step up to the
nm cr ophone.

Ckay. Chris.

MR FITZ: Yeah. Just one clarification on the
fee proposal. You said per user?

M5, WOCDS:  Yes.

MR FITZ: Now, if they have several different

sites --

MS. WOODS: So, we're relying on the definition of
what a general licensee is.

So, | think what you're hitting on -- let ne
guess.

MR FITZ: Go ahead.

MS. WOODS: | think what you're hitting on is an
i ndi vidual corporation nay have various different |ocations of
use, and we'll be hitting on that when we di scuss | ocations of
use in the next agenda item

MR FITZ. kay.

MS. WOODS: But specifically, the current
definition would provide that one |license would be per |ocation
of use, so that it is conceivable an individual corporate
structure, for exanple, mght have nultiple |licensees and a few
associ ated with each license.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. O her questions of
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clarification on this?

Let's go to John, and why don't you step up to the
m ke, too?

John?

MR, PATTERSON. Just real quickly.

My understanding is it's regardl ess of how many
units are at a given location

Second question: The responsible individual for
one | ocation could be the responsible individual for another
location -- i.e., RSO for a conpany could be responsible
i ndi vidual for nultiple |locations?

MS. WOODS: Wth regards to the first question
which is could there be nultiple devices under a particular
license, the answer is yes.

MR, PATTERSON. kay.

MS. WOODS: W th regards to the responsible
i ndi vidual, provided that they can neet the outlined
responsibilities for that individual, for that corporation and
corporate structure, | don't see anything in the rule that
prevents that.

W' Il discuss that a little bit later, and we can
conme back to that definition.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Yes, sir, and please identify yourself for the
transcript.

MR, GOTSCHALL: My nanme is Gen CGotschall. 1'm
froma conpany in Baltinore called Environnental Technol ogies
Group. W market a device -- we have a specific |license

agreenment with the State of Maryland, and we market a product
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under a general |license to various customners.

I'mnot sure | understand this, but all those
custonmers that we sell this device to under our general |icense
will be required to be |licensed under our general |icense.

MR, HI CKEY: What | understand the question to
relate to is your custoners that are in states that are under NRC
jurisdiction, who are already general l|icensees of NRC -- am|
right so far?

VR GOTSCHALL: Yes.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay. |If those devices have the
radi o-nuclides in the quantities that we have outlined, they
woul d be required to register and pay a fee.

MR, GOTSCHALL: kay. For those devices that do
not fall in those groups?

MR, HI CKEY: They woul d not have to register or
pay a fee.

MR, GOTSCHALL: Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. And we are going to go to the
criterion in a mnute, as soon as we're done with the fee.

Is there any problens that anybody sees with the
fee, you know, anount, who it's assessed against? W had sone
conments on, is it per user, etcetera, etcetera.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. There was a suggesti on sonewhere
in the docunentation there might be a snall business --
difference for small businesses. Ws that a question, or was
that a proposal, or what's the status of that?

MS. WOODS: That was part of the discussion as to

why a sliding scale was not used, the discussion behind why it
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canme down to on a per-license basis rather than per device, and
specifically, | believe the area you're tal king about -- | can
find it in here for you, but I will paraphrase

It references the differences between a small
busi ness and a | arge busi ness, nunber of devices and so forth, so
that there would be no fairness and equity attributed to a small
busi ness as opposed to a large business, and it is required for
us to provide that fairness and equity.

MR, CAMERON: Any questions on that sliding scale
busi ness or any clarifications?

Do you want to cone up and speak to that, and just
gi ve your nane for the transcript, please.

MS. JACKSON: My nane is denda Jackson. | work
for the NRCin the Ofice of the Chief Financial Oficer

Just a clarification on the small entity. W do
provide in our annual fee structured reduced fees, reduced annua
fees for businesses that qualify as snmall entities.

W have a lower-tier small entity fee which is
$400, and in our reg analysis -- reg flex analysis with this
proposed rule, we determ ned that the $420 fee was not that much
greater than that lower-tier snall entity fee that we provided in
our annual fee structure, and we solicited comments fromthose
busi nesses that felt that there would be a significant inmpact on
them of this proposed $420 fee, that they could specifically
subnmit coments on that issue.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you, daudia. The reg
flex analysis that Claudia referred tois -- Genda, sorry -- is
the requirenent under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, where we're

supposed to take into account inpacts on snmall businesses.



71

John?

MR, PATTERSON. Just a question. The lower-tier
snal | business fee is against a nuch higher specific |icense fee,

t hough. | nean your snallest business tier on the specific
license, which is normally thousands of dollars, drops down to
400.

So, you know, this starts at 400. |Is it absolute
dollars or it's a proportional? 1'd argue it ought to be
proportional

MR CAMERON: d enda?

MB. JACKSON: The $400 | ower-level fee for our
annual fees is really not a proportional fee, but it was a
determ nation of a fee that would give those snaller gross
recei pt busi nesses a break on the annual fee. It's a true dollar
anount, and we probably will be even |ooking at that anount in
the future to see if that should be changed, but it is not a
proportional fee.

MR, CAMERON: d enda, why don't you just stay up
there for one nore minute, because -- | don't knowif Chris’
conment will require an answer or not.

MR H CKEY: |'msorry, Chris, but | would add, to
follow up on John's conment, that that is the type of comrent we
are seeking, that it should be proportional in this case.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

MR, FITZ: Yeah. | think you may see nore review
of that, because as NDC s custoners are -- tend to be snaller
busi nesses that purchase one or two gauges, a |ot of those
busi nesses nmay | ook at what's going to happen if this regulation

goes through as is and will decide to return those gauges.



If the programis going to be self-funded, then
you create a lot nore -- quite nore burden on the |icensees that
are still out there.

MS. JACKSON: And again, those are the kind of
comments that we are | ooking for, but again, we do have to
recover the cost of the program so are sort of in conflict with
different requirenents, and we try to wei gh those varied
requi renents that we have to | ook at.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Davi d?

MR, BENNETT: | have a question about
restructuring the fee programaway fromthe specific |icensees,

and | don't know if that's appropriate at this nonent.

MR CAMERON: | think it's directly -- it's a fee

i ssue.

MR BENNETT: It is a fee issue.

MR, CAMERON: d enda, do you want to conme up to
the table?

[ Laught er.]

MR CAMERON: And I'Ill be back in about two hours.

[ Laught er.]

MR, BENNETT: My comment is, as | read through
this, | see that the burden for paying for controlling genera
license programis going to be shifted away fromthe specific
licensees to the general |icensee.

Now, our product contains a nickel-63 source,
which is not on the list of those that are going to be
regi stered. So, those custoners are not going to be picking up

for that.
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We have specific licenses and we're payi ng upwards
to $30,000 a year for those licenses.

Now, does that nean, by transferring that fee
structure away fromthe specific |licensee, that those people
hol di ng specific license for non-registered naterial such as ours
are going to see a reduction in the specific licensees, as well?

[ Laught er.]

MS. JACKSON: |f all things were to remain equal
I woul d assunme that that would be an outcone.

G ven that the fees that we woul d be transferring
are relatively small, I"'mnot sure we'll get to that point,
whet her we will actually see a reduction in fees or not, but the
specific licensees you have on your nickel-63 device, for
exanpl e, would still be paying a fee for that specific |license.

It's just that currently, because we're getting
t he program devel oped for the general |icensees now, we do not
have applicants for general licenses to charge in today's
structure and we do not have people who are regi strants to charge
at this point in tine.

So, that's why, in our current fee structure,
specific licensees are paying, but it's all specific |icensees
payi ng for that program But in the future, we would recover
those costs fromthe regi strants.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

QO her comments on fees, or questions?

Daryl .

MR, SHAPI RO  Daryl Shapiro of Mrgan, Lewis &
Bachi us.

Did you consider the conpetitive inpact on -- and

73
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this goes to registration but it's also fees -- the nickel source
that doesn't have to pay the fee versus, for instance, the
ameri cium that does and what -- how that affects the bal ance of
conpetition in the industry?

| hear that the $420 fee is perceived as snall and
not of great inpact, but knowing a |lot of these conpetitors,
their sources are 10 to 20 or 40 thousand dollars for nmaybe a
30-year life source. Miltiply that 420 tinmes 30 years, | think
that may put themat a pretty significant conpetitive
di sadvant age.

Lastly, did you consider nmaking the registration
process other than every year? Certainly the first year to get
themin, certainly notice of transfer and other requirenments, but
if they're just using it as is, why do they need to renew it each
year and pay that fee?

I think, in the proposed rule, you conpared it to
either a driver's license or an owner's certificate. Some
states, | understand, do have a yearly requirenment. Qhers -- |
think Maryland -- doesn't. You have to renew it every three or
four years.

What i npact do you think that would have on the
fee, and is it sonething you considered?

MR CAMERON: And let's -- we'll confine this to
the fee aspects of the question, but there is a larger question
as Daryl points out, that we're going to go to right after we're
done with the fee discussion.

d enda?

MS. JACKSON: | will address the conpetitive

nat ure.



The NRC is required by law to recover 100 percent
of its budget, and part of the requirenent of that lawis that we
do assess fees for services and al so the annual fees, which the
general registrants would not be subject to under this proposed
rule.

They would only be subject to the fees for
services, and in applying the requirenents for fees for services,
we're required to charge those fees for the cost of providing
t hose services, and that is what we | ooked at in determining the
$420 fee, would be our projected budgeted cost for this program
and we woul d be required, then, to recover those costs fromthe
peopl e who receive that service, which would be the genera
l'i censees.

So, we would not be able to | ook at the
conpetitiveness between those general |icensees and another class
of licensees, for exanple.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. And there nay be a | arger
point that drives this.

Are there questions on fees, again?

MR, HI CKEY: Well, M. Shapiro al so asked about

what were the thinking of nmaking it an annual versus a one-tine

fee.

MR SHAPIRO O every four or five years.

MR HI CKEY: Yeah, whatever. Could Suzanne or
d enda --

MS. JACKSON: | will talk to the fee aspect of
that. | will have to turn it over to Suzanne on the other

aspect, but because of our fee structure, recovering costs, we've

al ways considered the license or the registration or the approval
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to be the basis for a fee, and in the rul e-nmaki ng process, they
have determ ned or are proposing to do an annual re-registration

Therefore, there are costs associated with that.
That is a service provided to the registrant, and therefore,
there is a fee associated with the cost of processing those
re-registrations.

So, the fee sort of follows the licensing or
regi stration process, if you will, which | will have to get
Suzanne to address that part of it.

MS. WOODS: The annual cycle for registration and
re-registration is deternmined to be in line with the control and
accountability and tracking issues and the know edge that woul d
be attributed to licensees being aware of where their devices
are, what they have, and so forth.

| believe that it was originally proposed during a
st akehol der -- by a stakehol der during the working group
sessions. The original proposal on which nuch of this
registration programis structured, | believe, was even the
six-month cycle. So, it has expanded fromthere.

MR, SHAPIRO  You don't have a registration
process now. You're going to go to one, and you think it's going
to work. Wuld it not nmake sense to go an every-four-year once
you get people in the programand see if it works?

If it doesn't, maybe there is the need, but if you
require registration in the first year, you put general |icensees
on notice that | think address all the concerns you have about
transfer, disposal, etcetera, and then only require themto
update or re-register if they change and then, every four or five

years, sort of verify that things haven't.
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Maybe that's a first step, maybe that works, and
maybe then you don't have to do it every year and have a fee of
420 each year.

MR, CAMERON: | have a suggestion here. Since
we're really getting into the registration program which largely
can drive the fees, let's come back to this issue, and |I know
that M ke wants to say sonething on that. Let's finish up with
the amount of -- the direct issues on fees before we get into
this.

Chris, is yours fee-rel ated?

MR FITZ. Yeah, it is. | would just like to find
out, will there also be an inspection fee, and what will be the
frequency of inspection of general |icensees?

M5. JACKSON: The $420 proposed fee was to cover
the cost of the entire general license registration program
i ncludi ng any inspections that night be conducted. It's simlar
to what we do for the specific materials |licensees. W no | onger
charge a separate fee for each inspection that we conduct.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

M ke?

MR, RADDATZ: To finish that up, to echo what
d enda is saying, renenber, it's the whole program which
i ncludes all the FTE, our enpl oyees, to do the inspections, to do
t he paperwork, and do everything. Instead of going after
i ndividuals for, let's say, an inspection of 20 or 30 devices on
a site, it's covered by the one-free inspection spread over the
entire program

So, there's nore to it than just getting one piece

of paper and bei ng done, because they will not bill individually
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for inspections, it's covered in the entire fee, and what we're
doing differently that we're not doing nowis we're going to go
out and start inspecting, and that has to be recovered.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks, M ke, for that
clarification.

MS. WOODS: W th regards to inspection, presently
the inspections that are being planned are those that are
followp, in short, and in reactive.

In short, a reactive inspection if we are aware of
an event; a followup inspection if we are aware that a |icensee
has fallen off our scope, we aren't hearing fromthem they've
noved, the address has changed, the name of the conpany, the
responsi bl e i ndividual which is now under the current rule,
contact individual, all those things have fallen off the scope
and we've |lost touch with them

Those are the two planned inspections at this
present tine.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you, Suzanne, and thank
you, A enda, for com ng up and answering sonme questions on this.

Let's nove into what we've been tal ki ng about,
regi stration.

Now, Daryl brought up the question of who, who has
to register, what's the rationale for that, and |I'm going to just
ask Suzanne to just give us, you know, a brief context on that,
and then we've been discussing the issue of how often, so we'll
get into that, but let's get into what the criteria are for who
has to register.

Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: The registration criteria are based on



the quantity of the isotope and the isotope type. So, there is a
listing in here, and I'll run through it very quickly.

For cesium 137, 370 nega-bacarals or 10
milli-curies; strontium90, .1 nilli-curie, 3.7 mega-bacaral
cobalt-60 is 1 mlli-curie; and transuranics are 1 milli-curie,

So, if they have these amounts, or exceed them in
the device, then it is required to submt for registration

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Well, let's open that up for
di scussion. | think we've already heard about the aspect that
there nay be negative conpetitive inplications fromthis, but
does anybody have any comments on the criteria that were used to
set who has to register?

I mean do we have a good rationale for that? Are
there other isotopes, additions, deletions, whatever? Anybody
have any comment on it?

Davi d.

MR, BENNETT: Just a quick conment, question

N ckel -63 isn't on this list, and I'msure there
are others. Wiy am | paying $30,000 a year in licensing fees?

Wiy have these others that are not as great a concern?

Wiy are we going to have to continue paying
license fees and go along with all the other regulations in here
-- the record-keeping, the reporting, and on and on and on? It
costs us a trenmendous anpunt of nobney to operate.

I think that they should either all be in there or
take a | ook at these things and say, hey, you know, maybe this is
just too much, this is overkill for this stuff.

MR, CAMERON: So, you're, first of all,

guesti oni ng whet her there should be a selected group at al
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rather than all, and secondly, you're saying that -- questioning
whet her the criteria -- if there is going to be a selected group
whet her the criteria are related to public health and safety?

MR, BENNETT: No, |'mjust wondering why, if
ni ckel -63 and others that are not on this list are going to have
to be regul ated, why do we have to follow all the other things if
it's a safety-related situation or issue?

It seens |ike you have this trenendous structure
here for all devices, and then a portion of those, we're going to
go the extra extent and make you register, and we expect it, but
the rest of themstill have to follow sonme other stuff.

It's really safety-related. Should we re-evaluate
the needs or the requirenents that you're placing on the people
that are not a part of that list?

MR, CAMERON: So, your point is, if they don't --
if there are certain devices that don't have to be registered,
maybe they shouldn't be subject to the rest of these regul ations.

I guess I'Il ask Sue.

M5. WOODS: NRC relies you as a specific |icensee
to foll ow those procedures and put in place those practices that
are specified in the regulations to assure that a general license
is issued to nickel-63 users, as provided in the regul ation

That is what your specific |icense does, and
can't speak to the fee amount, but it is those provisions in the
regul ations for the specific license that does allow us to
provide a general |icense to your custoners.

MR, BENNETT: That's not answering ny question

MS. WOODS: Ckay.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. | guess it also points out



the fact that the conpetitive effects nay not be as stark as
per haps they woul d | ook, since even those who aren't subject to
the registration programstill have a | arge body of regul ations.

Doug, do you want to also speak to David's
concern?

MR, BROADDUS: Yes. One thing | want to point out
is that the registration is not saying that any other device that
is not subject to registration is not subject to a genera
i cense anynore.

VWhat we're saying is that all the other devices
are still subject to the sane requirenments. W still think they
need t he sane | evel of oversight.

VWhat we're saying is that those that are subject
to registration require an additional amunt of oversight. So,
those are what is being charged a fee for that additiona
oversi ght, and they've been sel ected based on a risk, the cost
for disposal or cleanup if they get out into the public donain,
the direct exposure risks.

There's a nunber of different risks that were
| ooked at when determining the criteria for those, and what we're
saying is that nickel-63 is below that level, but it's stil
subj ect to general |icensing requiremnents.

So, that's why you would have to continue to stil
have your license to distribute that generally |icensed device.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

Let's go to this issue of who's in the lucky group
to be registered. Any comments on that?

Daryl, do you want to restate your concern?

MR, SHAPIRO Now | have a new question.



MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

Let me at |east cone back to your question about
the conpetitive issue, and | want to hear nore comments about our
criteria, but the principle is that the people who supply or use
the riskier devices inpose a higher burden on society and there's
nore regulatory effort on our part to regul ate those devices.

So, peopl e who have chosen to use the riskier
devices are going to have to pay a higher price than the people
who choose the devices that are a |ower risk.

So, that's the principle, but we're open to
conment on how we apply that principle.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Let's go to Daryl, and then
we' Il cone back to George and El sa

MR SHAPIRO Well, that's right.

The problemis, as a custoner, you know, your
annual fee is borne by the producer, the distributor. That
doesn't enter into ny calculus, but as a custoner, if | have a
choi ce between device A that neets the requirenents and device B
this may push that decision quite clearly to the other side.

While we're tal king about registration, you
certainly use quantity, type, ergo risk. Did you consider use?

Did you consider the difference between a fixed
source in a manufacturing line versus a portable source? Did you
consi der a conpany who sells a source that commits to taking it

back for disposal or transfer versus one that doesn't?

Trying to marry up the registration, the fees with

t he underlying purpose -- and | think we all share the concern
about |ost and orphan sources, but if there are sone sources

that, even though the type itself provides a risk, if they way
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they're used, the way they're taken back sonehow nullifies that,
did that enter into the registration cal cul us?

MR, CAMERON: | want to nmake sure that everybody,
I think, understands.

The suggestion is -- and | think that it's the
type of comment that the NRC is |ooking for, whether they have
considered it or not, but going to John's underlying risk
objective, are there other criteria besides just the isotope
i nvol ved that should be considered in setting that regi stration
criteria?

John, | don't know if you want to say anything at
this point or whether you want to hear sonme other coments first.

MR, HI CKEY: Let's hear a couple nore coments.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. George and then let's go to
El sa.

MR BROM: | wanted to address the one question
that m ght cause sone confusi on about whether there is a need for
conpatibility of isotopes, if you conpared a nickel-63 to a
cesium let's say, that, really, it's going to be a conpetitive
i ssue, because the application defines what isotope that you use.

So, it doesn't really nmake any difference, for
i nstance, in neasuring density and | evel gauges, a lot |ike Ral ph
and | do. W're going to have to use higher-energy, cesium
cobalt sources when neasuring inner, lighter materials.

You can use strontium sonething like that, or
krypton, which isn't on the list, which a |ot of the paper
i ndustry use.

So, the fact that we have a pretty defined list |

don't think creates a conpetitive disadvantage. 1In the working



group sessions that we had in '96 or whatever, we did a | ot of

di scussion of this to nake sure that we don't have a conpetitive

di sadvant age.

On the idea of
poi nt out the need for a general
the I ack of not having a genera
di sadvant age, because there are

t here.

conpetitive di sadvantage, | want to
license is a conpetitive -- or
license would be a conpetitive

non- nucl ear alternatives out

So, it is inperative for us to conpete with

non- nucl ear sources to have a safe nmeans of naking, distributing,

and using G. devices.
So, having --
t hose groups, should we elim nat

this group, and that would be --

because the question cane up in
e the G device altogether for

conpetitive-wi se, it would be

quite a burden on us, with no real gain to the industry.

For nost of our devices, sonebody can get a

specific license if they want, and still buy them-- the fees

beconme a little higher, they can do differentiate things. So, it

doesn't have to be just a &, it

MR, CAMERON:
clarification, when you say non-
non- nucl ear ?

VMR BROMN: It
an x-ray device.

MR, CAMERON:
mat eri al

MR BROW: R

MR, CAMERON:

El se?

can be both.

Ceorge, just as a point of

nucl ear, what do you nean by

could be a microwave. |t could be

It could be non-Atonic Energy Act

ght .
kay.
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M5. NNMMO | had sone question about -- the
devices -- or the isotopes that are on the list, the ones that
tend to be nore of concern for toxicity, for contam nation, tend
to be ones where the seal ed sources are nore robust than, say, a
krypton-85 source would be, and frankly, I"'ma little surprised
at the low level that is set for, say, strontium 90

Strontium90 is clearly a problemif it's loose in
the environnent. On the other hand, the encapsulation that's
used in practice is a lot nore robust than would be in sone other
source, and | don't know how nuch that played in.

| certainly was there when a lot of the
di scussions of the criteria were set. | don't renmenber nuch
di scussi on of encapsul ation

And | have a second question that has persistently
cone up during the working group sessions, and that is we're
focusing very nuch on the GL devices for this |ist of isotopes.

We have specific |licensees who nmay be renew ng
their licenses at rather infrequent cycles -- four years, seven
years. W're not asking themto inventory and report back to the
NRC that they have their strontium 90, their anericium their
transurani cs.

| still see a discrepancy. | fail to believe that
the G. devices are the entire problem

MR HCKEY: | still want to hear nore discussion
on the first point, but the second point is that the specific
i censees have applied directly to NRC, and in nany cases, they
do have requirenents to conduct periodic inventories and report
to NRC if the devices are missing. So, the general principle is

the specific licensees have a direct relationship with NRC



MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. That's the rationale for the
second point.

The first point, the encapsulation issue, | think
goes to the general point that was raised earlier about criteria
that don't involve the toxicity of the isotope, should those be
factored into the process, is a suggestion that you're naking,
al so, Elsa?

M. NNMVO Well, just that | don't recall that
there was rmuch di scussion of the encapsul ation and how t hat pl ays
i nto deciding which isotopes and at what | evels.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Any other comment on the criteria?

Suzanne, John, do you have any questions you want
to ask about that?

We do have -- still have this question about --
that we shoul d deal with about how often, before we go on

Doug?

MR BROADDUS: | did want to nmake a conment about
seal ed/ unseal ed sources and the criteria.

Bot h anericiumand strontium you know, are not
hi gh direct radiation hazards when you're tal king direct
exposure. | nean they're not high hazards fromthat standpoint.

However, when you do renove the encapsul ation
they do beconme much greater hazards, and one of the itens that we
are very concerned about is that, if we don't have control and
accountability for sources in these devices, that they can get
into the public donain and get anywhere, including scrap
recycling facilities and to general nenbers of the public, where

they can very easily becone unseal ed.
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So, that is sonething that we have considered, is
menbers of the public, you know, getting access to these sources
and naki ng them unseal ed and | ooked at it fromthat standpoint,
and in addition to disposal for anericium-- anericiumis
definitely a disposal problem as well, but strontiumis
definitely a problemif you -- if we get it unseal ed.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, Doug.

Let's go to Suzanne, then we'll go over to Kate.

MS. WOODS: | think Doug is hitting on what |
want ed to enphasi ze, that nuch of what | understand the working
group -- and | was not part of it -- did and the criteria they
est abl i shed was based upon real events that occurred, and so,
there are opportunities, once a device and, in particular, the
source is available to the public or out in the public domain,
for either snmelting it or grinding the source and so forth.

Additionally, there are devices which remain in
pl ace, and those buil dings get sold, and those devices could
beconme open and provi de exposure to individuals who unknow ngly
know that that is a radioactive device, regardl ess of whether the
source has becone separated at that point, and the source, of
course, would have to be inside, but those types of circunstances
do still occur.

MR, CAMERON: Thank you, Suzanne.

Kat e?

MS. ROUGHAN: Just a couple of conments.

I mean one of the reasons the NRC has a genera
license is that the device and the source basically is inherently
safe; people can use it without specialized training. So, even

if it does get into the wong hands, supposedly you cannot get
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excessi ve exposure fromit.

The second comment is that the source
encapsul ati ons -- nost of the sources that we nanufacture either
are double or triple encapsulation. For soneone to get access to
the actual radioactive material, they'd have to basically un-weld
the capsule. These aren't screwtop capsules in nost cases.
They're triple or double encapsul ation

You can't inadvertently open themup and they stay
contained. So, | think that should be a consideration in what
does need to be regi stered, because a |ot of themal so neet ANSI|
requi renents, special formrequirenents.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. That's a suggestion that
shoul d be considered. There may be other aspects of
encapsul ati on other than how easy it is to get off, but that
needs to be consi dered.

Do we want to finish up on this -- how often the
regi stration should be?

Daryl, are you suggesting that it should be every
three or four years or what? Do you want to just briefly put a
fine point on this, and let's go to David for conment.

MR SHAPIRO It relates directly to the fee, and
as | hear today, the fee includes the paperwork, the processing,

t he mai ntenance of the file, plus the inspection of new events,
reactions, or maybe not filing the registration

Al of that seenms to be easily reduced by
extending the period of tinme. Once you get a general |icensee in
the systemby a first-tine registration, | don't understand or
haven't heard the need to re-regi ster every year versus every,

for exanple, four years.
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You coul d put general |icensees on notice in the
initial or original registration that, should you transfer you
have to notify us, should you dispose of it you have to notify
us, if you take it to another |ocation you have to notify us, if
you change your responsible individual you have to notify us, and
by doi ng away with annual and going to sone period of tinme, can
you substantially then reduce the fee and, therefore, the inpact
conpetitively on both the vendors and the purchasers?

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. So, initially and then on the
occurrence of specific events.

Sue, do you want to ask any questions on that or
provide the rationale for the annual fee, or Doug?

Go ahead, Sue.

MS. WOODS: | guess the questions that cone to
mnd when I"'mlistening to changing the cycle are sone real -world
ki nds of things that we've encountered and that is falling off
our scope.

Li censees nove devices, especially portable
devi ces nmove. How do we track then?

We have an issue right now -- and it's on the
agenda to discuss later -- about internediate persons. W've
heard di scussi ons of how a device transfers froma distributor to
an internedi ate person. That person may have it in their stock
for however long -- we want to discuss that with you -- and then
it transfers to soneone else, and it may actually even transfer
to anot her person before a year is over wth.

How do we track those individual s? Those
guestions cone to nmy mnd.

We have a mailing that has gone out to individuals



recently -- here's a real-world exanple -- where sonebody had the
device only for three nonths, they were in our system for about
three nonths, and they no |l onger had the device anynore when we
went sent themthe nmailing, the nailing being the proposed rule
that you have before you.

So, that's how quickly this stuff happens. How do
we deal with that?

MR, SHAPIRO |'m not suggesting that any of those
exanpl es shoul d be exenpted fromthe rule, but those are al
triggering nechanisns that should require a report. But for a
general licensee who sinply keeps using it year after year, does
not transfer it, does not change the responsibl e individual, does
not dispose of it, why go through the process each year? Wy
re-regi ster then?

It would seemto ne, by registering them
initially, you get themin your systemand you put themon notice
of their regulatory responsibilities. You know, if soneone's
going to violate it, someone's going to violate it. |If soneone
wants to purposely drop off the face of the earth, they will.

| don't know that re-registration every year is
goi ng to help you much there

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Let's go up to the table
here, to Chris on this issue. You heard from Suzanne that the
rationale for annual registration is tracking. So, in your
witten coments on this, you might want to focus on whether the
rati onal e of tracking can be satisfied in sone other way than
annual registration.

Chris?

MR, FITZ: Yeah. | think what we're doing is



91
we' re basing the new regulation on history, how it's happened in
the past, and what we're trying to do with the new notification
the new responsibility that the vendors have to take on, is to
i ncrease that oversight.

Ri ght now, currently, as John pointed out,
specific licensees have an obligation to report if they lose a
device. Don't the general |icensees have that sane requirenent
currently?

M5, WOCDS:  Yes.

MR, HI CKEY: They have a requirenent. It's not
the sane. The specific |licensees have to take an inventory every
six months, and if they're mssing it --

MR, FITZ. So does general |icensees.

MR, HI CKEY: The point | was trying to nake is the
specific licensees, in order to get that specific license, have
to apply and go through a certain process to establish the
relationship with NRC, and that was the difference.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Let's go to Jonathan and then
Davi d.

MR, FORTKAMP: The rule is already in effect that
the general licensees are required to report transfers, to report
noverment or change of nane.

Those rules are already in effect, and if they
aren't being followed up now, | guess I'mnot sure that the
intent of the rule is going to be followed through with just new
rul es.

MR HICKEY: | think that's a reasonable conmment,
but | think if they have to wite a check every year, they're

going to think nore about it than they're thinking about it now



But | think your comment is reasonable.

MR, CAMERON: Let's go to David.

MR, BENNETT: W have the sane process in-house
that we're tal king about with registration and annua
regi stration.

W do it on a nonthly basis, and there's a big
di fference between telling our internal users that you have the
responsibility for notifying us when you change or do sonet hi ng

versus our going to themon a nonthly basis and saying tell us

that you still have this.
The custoners -- historically, the custoners are
not paying attention to the regulation. |If the regulation says

you've got to notify us of the change, they're not listening to

it.

Goi ng to an annual program where the NRC contacts

the custoner and says verify that you have these things and that
it's still under the control of so-and-so and so-and-so is a very
different inmpact. |'m 100 percent for an annual program

I wouldn't be conplaining if they did it on ny
ni ckel - 63 custoners a bit, because historically, we see the high
turnover of businesses, and we see a very great |ack of
under standi ng of requirenments trailing down the line of the
hi story of the product.

It's not the sanme as telling a custoner, well,
when you change, notify us of it, because they're not going to do
that, but if you go to themon an annual basis and say here is
what you're responsible for, here's the people that it's assigned
to, and here's the location where it's supposed to be, verify it,

and having to pay the fee -- to ne, the fee is not the issue. To
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nme, the issue is the traceability, and an annual program such as
this provides it for them

MR, CAMERON: Thank you, David.

I think we probably have exhausted this, but
apparently not conpletely.

[ Laughter.]

MR, CAMERON: | think we're getting coments on
both sides of this, and before we go, I'd at least |like to get us
to the discussion of the next agenda item before we break for
lunch, and | wanted to ask Joe Cinger fromthe State of Illinois
-- Joe, do you have any comments at all on the fee and
registration criteria discussion that you' ve been listening to?

MR EWNG Joe had to |leave. This is Mke Ew ng.
Can you hear ne?

MR CAMERON: Yeah. H, M ke.

MR EWNG CQur programis a little different than
what you envision, but we have found that an annual contact of
some sort is very inportant to keep up to date with what the
general licensees are doing.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you very nuch. | think
that sort of follows on on what David was sayi ng.

Fi nal comment from Jonat han?

MR, FORTKAMP: Just to follow up on what | said
before, that it hasn't been done previously, | think we're really
st eppi ng up the burden on both the NRC and agreenent states, and
| just have real doubts that it's going to be followed through,
that the annual reports are going to be cross-referenced to our
quarterly reports of distribution, cross-referenced with

recei pts, transfers out are going to be cross-referenced with
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transfers in. | just don't see it happening. It's a real novel
concept, but in effect, | don't see it happening.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Sue, did you want to lead off the next topic for
us?

MR, HI CKEY: To tell you the truth, Chip, 1'd like
to talk nore about this, and I want to bring in the issue that
peopl e brought up earlier about exenptions, because | think it
also -- it gets us to the comments on the types of things that
people feel that either it would be additional exenptions or
changing the criteria.

So, nmaybe we should just go ahead and break for

| unch and t hen cone back

MR, CAMERON: Let's try to finish this off.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

MR, CAMERON. kay?

MR, HI CKEY: Sone people had sone concerns -- or

if there are any additional coments on exenptions other than the
conmments that have al ready been made about if the seal ed source
is robust -- are there anynore coments about -- where the
proposed rul e captures your device but you have a reason why you
don't think it should be required, registration, other than the
reasons that have already been brought up?

MR, CAMERON: | think we probably had a pretty
good di scussion on that, but Suzanne, you had one final coment
you wanted to nake?

MS. WOODS: | actually think this feeds into a
good deal of the discussion for this afternoon, so | would Iike

to address a little bit what you've said.



It has been our concern, too, that we can track
all this. So, we have put into place a new conputer system

Presently, we have sonething called the general
i cense database, and when you all submit your transfer reports
to us, quarterly and annual reports, we enter that into our
general license database, and that, hence, is then where we've
had our mailings that have gone out to people and been returned
to us.

So, we had a one-tine-only notification of a
device going to a general licensee and going into our system
That is where we are now.

Where we're noving to is a general |icense
tracking system The general |icense tracking systemw || take
all of the transfer reports, just as we do now, and enter them
in. It will create a table of information, and we will have an
automated formthat will go through a scanni ng process and be
autonmatically entered into our database.

When that formis nmailed out to your custoners, to
our licensees, it will have in it all the information that you
provided to us on the transfer form transfer report, and it will
be filled into the appropriate blank on the registration form

The licensee will then be asked to either verify
that information be true and sign to that effect or provide the
correct information.

So, this afternoon, one of the topics we'll be
getting into is discussing how we're going to deal with all that
and the phone calls that both you and | are going to get over it,
okay?

But | would like to assure you that we have put in
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pl ace an autonated systemto try and track all of this and
cross-reference it, being able to even so nmuch as do specialized
reports, that we mght have specialized queries of things we
think would help us, also to help us with event searches and so
forth.

So, this is a sophisticated system

MR, CAMERON: | don't want to get us into this
afternoon's subject, and |I think John nay have had a good idea
about maybe this is a logical tine to break for lunch and cone
back and do the -- start off the reporting issues, but |let ne ask
you about that, and Jack, did you want to tal k about this
tracking systemthat's been brought up?

MR, RAMBEY: | just wanted to ask one question
clarify something in nmy mnd.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

MR, RAMBEY: Is this tracking system-- are we
tal ki ng about both sources and devices or a conbination of
sources and devi ces or just sources or just devices?

M5. WOODS: It's the infornmation required for
transfer reports in the proposed rule. There are sone -- there
is some information in there on sources. Am| correct? No,
there is not. No. So, it's just the information that's cone to
us during the transfer reports we've already received and those
that we'll be receiving as a result of this rule, as it's
proposed, if it were to go final

MR CAMERON: Let's revisit that to nmake sure that
that's clear when we get to that discussion

Are you ready for a break before we start

reporting? Want to take a lunch break? Okay. Let's do that and



be back at one o' cl ock

i ssues.

and we' ||

[ Wher eupon, at

recessed, to reconvene at 1:00 p

go into reporting i nformation

11: 55 a.m, the neeting was

m, this same day.]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON
[1:07 p.m]

MR, CAMERON: We're going to go to the topic of
reporting, reporting infornmation issues, which you see at 10: 45
and at 1:00 on the agenda.

Now, the first issue we wanted to address is
| ocation of use, and I'm going to ask Suzanne to give us sone
context, and | know that one issue -- | talked to sonme of you --
that fits in here that isn't on the agenda in this whole topic of
reporting is how do you define replacenent.

So, let's nmake sure that we get all the issues out
here, because we're hear to listen to what your concerns are, and
we don't want to drive this too nuch.

Suzanne?

M5. WOODS: Location of use, on the surface, seens
like a fairly sinple concept, but when we've tried to deal with
some of these issues that |'mabout to highlight, you'll see
where we coul d use sone assi stance and insight fromyou

Specifically, we'd like to establish a unique
address or a unique nailing address for each location that is
associated with the license. So, each |icense would have a
separ at e addr ess.

The proposed rule states the general |icensee --
or general license address is specified as the nmiling address
for the location of use of the generally |licensed device.

The issues associated with that is that, for
exanpl e, you could have a corporate structure where the nmailing
is in, you know, city A and the device is actually |located and

used in city B, and yet another device is in city C



So, you see that both of them would have the sane
nmai ling address, and it may go as far as city A and B, where the
devices are actually located -- they may be on such things as
pi pelines or in particular |ocations where there is no actua
deliverabl e nailing address.

So, you can see howthis starts to becone a little
bit nmore conplicated. Let nme go on.

If you look at our current system the genera
i cense dat abase, we have these two types of information that
I've just specified -- we would have a | ocation where it's
actually at and a nmailing address for it, and then we al so have
anot her piece of information.

For exanple, if it's on a canpus, it nmay be
buil ding X, floor seven, |aboratory nine. W have sonme very
detail ed information.

So, we go fromthe very detailed or nore -- or
less -- rather, less detail ed.

That detailed information is useful for things
i ke inspection and event response. W certainly need a nailing
address that we can correspond to |icensees with, but we al so
need a uni que address for the license so that we don't
doubl e-bi | | anybody.

W send a fee along with the registration form
It's a request for paynent that goes along with the registration
form So, we want to nake sure that we can cover all these areas
and do so within the definition of l[ocation of use.

I"'mgoing to add a little bit nore conplexity to
t hat .

It's come to our attention that fixed gauges are
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on nobil e devices. So, how do we determ ne the |ocation of use?

By definition, location of use is, for a portable
device, the place of permanent storage. Qher than that, it's
the place where it's used. It's a fixed device. So, how do we
reckon that issue in this discussion of |ocation of use?

Additionally, if we're going to talk a little bit
about fixed gauges, we're also interested in knowi ng how often
this occurs, how much of an issue is it with the fixed gauges on
portable -- on nobile devices -- trucks, boats, and so forth, and
do we actually need to clarify what we nean by portable and what
we nean by fixed?

So, these are all related issues. | threw them
all out here at once, so you can consider them and provide us
sonme insight as to what you see will work. W' d appreciate
hearing from you.

Wth that, 1'll open the discussion.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

| asked George Brown to sort of lead us off with
at |least sonme of these exanples of these types of problens from
at least one or several industries that he m ght work with.

Ceor ge?

MR BROM: Well, a couple of specific industries

that fall into the questions you have, that we have questions
about how to handle -- the mining industry, for exanple, you'll
have one mining -- maybe one engi neering shop that is the

headquarters for seven or eight mines in one |location, and you'll
have devices at all of those |ocations.
You will also have issues with those m nes, that

the mnes will not always be used. They may shut them down for
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an extended period of time and then start them back up again.
So, the storage at a location issue could come up.

On the nobility issue, probably the nost extrene
exanpl e woul d be on a barge used for dredging, dredge barges.

They used to have a dredgi ng conpany that owns the
barge, who bought the gauge and put it on the barge and then
| eases it to people to do canals, channels, whatever, and that
conpany could easily be in Al abama and the barge could be on the
i nter-coastal waterway, just about anywhere, noving from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

So, those are sone locations of things that --
basi cally the kind of questions you brought up, and how do we
handl e t hose?

One regulator | talked to in a state said we'l
nmake it a specific license. Well, it doesn't solve the problem
because it still is noving around in whatever jurisdictionit's
in. So, you can have a |lot of problens with noving.

As far as how we as a manufacturer | ook at the
i ssue that you've questioned about nobility and portability, |'ve
al ways taken the stance that a fixed gauge, when nounted in
position, naintains the sane geonetry between the detector and
the source, so it can be surveyed and inspected to be safe in
that |ocation.

So, you can't change the source detector |ocation
A portabl e gauge you woul d nove the source detector around, and
then a portable gauge could be on a nobile device, which could be
a truck or a barge, but it could also be, within a plant, a belt
scal e on a crane that noved back and forth. Sonmething |ike that

is nobil e al so.
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And those are -- when pressed by -- and it
happens. | nean, you know, people go to get inspected and then
t hey say, gee, you know, how cone you solved it |ike that and
they say, well, this was nmy interpretation of what fixed and what
nobile is.

So, that's how we've addressed those issues, at
| east.

The issues of nmining are just pipeline, kind of
pi n each one of those down, and nost of the tine, by today's
rules, we get the address of the person, the engineering office,
where sonebody will be, because that way, when they call for
i nspection or information, there will be sonebody here.

So, a mai ntenance shop, which m ght even be cl oser
but if isn't manned all the tinme is not the location to put,
because the people want to have a location that you can contact.

M5. WOODS: So, what would be the location for a
bar ge?

MR, BROMN:  Yeah. The places that have those now,
the conpany that | eases the barge, who is operating the barge,

t he operating conpany for the barge, who has control of the
device, is how that was handled with the agreenent states, not
t he person who -- that conmes to sone of the issues of all this
reporting and timne.

You know, this conpany builds a device to use a G
gauge on it, and you ship it to the barge manufacturer. | nean
they are the purchaser. You know, they are the people that you
need to notify or the person that they lease it to, and then is
that |l ease a transfer? Omership didn't change. The nane

changed. It can becone kind of a nightnare.
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On the barge issue, we try to go with the
operation conpany, the conpany that's going to have operation and
control of the device.

The mining industry, it's pretty sinple, because
they tend not to nove around nuch, they stay pretty put, but they
change nanes a | ot.

MR CAMERON: Let's hear from John and then we'll
go to John Patterson and Ral ph.

John?

MR, HI CKEY: Ralph was first.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Ral ph?

MR, HEYER To add to what Ceorge was saying, we
have two units that we consider portable units that are fixed on
punper trucks or dredges. The punper trucks becone nobile. Yet,
it doesn't affect the geonetry of the particular source head
configuration.

We have di scouraged conpani es to purchase these
units as generally licensed devices.

W' ve encouraged themto be specifically |icensed,
because in essence, they're attaching those particular units onto
a nobile operation, whether it's a dredge or a punper truck, that
goes fromone |location to another or nmay be sold as part of
equi pnrent to another conpany, and | personally have defined that
as a G redistribution which is not allowed by the end user

So, we've gotten |arge conpanies to agree with
that, for that reason, the accountability, |ocation of use, and
traceability.

For those conpanies that prefer not to go that
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route, we've asked that they give us the responsible individua
who is tracking that -- in essence, a utilization |og.

Where is that particular unit on that dredge,
dredge nunber such-and-such or barge nunber such-and-such, and
that's the information that we try to obtain at that point

Whether it works in a real-world situation, it
hasn't often, but it does give a starting point.

And the last commrent that | have is the issue of
general licensed devices and a little known fact that they are
not exenpt fromtransportation responsibilities, and so, when
those particular units are put on a punper truck or put on, you
know, a dredgi ng operation that becones nobile, they have to
abi de by the DOT bill of |ading and shipping and posting
requi renents, and our little 10 CFR 31.5 exenpts them from
everything except that little part on transportation, and with
t he agreenent between the NRC and DOT, that's becom ng nore and
nore an issue where the Departnment of Transportation is enforcing
that in the field.

So, we have a training issue, an issue that needs
to be conveyed, that | believe NRC needs to take a | eadership
role on that.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. And let's nake sure we cone
back to that particular issue.

Let's go to John and Gary and then cone back up to
the NRC staff for a question

MR, PATTERSON. Yeah, | guess one of the questions
| had, Suzanne, is you're worrying about the address of the
device, but the new regul ation has this responsible individua

clause, which is really a new addition



Isn't it that individual's address that you need,
because -- | nean sone of our generally |licensed devices are
portable. It's that individual who ought to know where it is.

I mean that's asking a lot, | do understand, but
you know, theoretically, at least, and in practice, | would hope,
that's how you find out where the device is at any given tine.

MR, CAMERON: |s that a potential solution, to
focus on the responsible individual, rather than the | ocation of
use? |s that what you're suggesting, John?

MR, PATTERSON. Yeah. | nean that's why you've
added the responsible individual, isn't it?

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

MR, HI CKEY: | was going to nake the sane conment,

that there's two aspects to this.

As far as accountability, what we really want is
t he responsi bl e individual who, in turn, can tell us where the
devices are, whether they're at his site or her site or at sone
field location in a barge or in a mne

The ot her aspect, though, to this is the
collection of fees, and | think we're going to have to give nore
t hought to how we define a |ocation for the purposes of assessing
a fee.

MR, CAMERON: So, there's two purposes to the
| ocation. One is tracking and one is assessnent of fees. Al

right.

MS. WOODS: Location of use essentially equates to

this is a license, and now, when you've done that, now there's a
regi stration.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.
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Before we go to you, Suzanne, | want to give you
an opportunity to react to a |lot of what was heard.

Let's go to Gary and then to El sa.

MR CAINES: Alittle bit nore extreme situation
where you have fixed gauges nmounted on a nobile unit -- we sell a
| ot of devices that are nounted on aircraft.

These not only nove between jurisdictions in the
United States but internationally, as well, and lots of tines,
t he ownership of these airplanes -- there's a | ot of holding
conpanies, a lot of people in between. Sonetines it gets really
nmuddy as to who actually is responsible for sonme of these things.

MR, CAMERON:  Wbul d John's suggesti on about

responsi bl e individual -- would that help in that circunstance at
all, or would it just be as difficult?

MR CAINES: It might. 1'd have to think about
t hat.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

El sa?

MS. NNMVO 3Mcouldn't have a representative here

today, but they're one of our mmjor custonmers, and | guess |'m

trying to speak to their concerns.

They have a very strong corporate radiation safety

of fice, as you probably know, in the M nneapolis-St. Paul area,
and | | ooked very carefully at this responsible individual and
the fact that the NRC said they didn't need to necessarily by
physically present at the location of use, and |I know that that's
somet hing that 3M woul d be extrenely concerned with, but | do see
t he one probl em

If their responsible individual for all of their

106



US. plants is located in Mnneapolis, when you're trying to, for
t he purpose of fee collection, figure out the different nunbers
of general licensees, there are going to be a nunber of them who
all have the sanme, presumably, responsible individual who's

| ocated in the corporate |ocation

I think, frommy standpoint, having worked with 3M
over a nunber of years, | think they have one of the better
radi ati on safety prograns, and |1'd hate to see the rule not all ow
it to have a centralized corporate safety departnment the way 3M
does, because | think it's highly effective, but it does |eave
you with the -- okay, now you have many general |icensees with
di fferent | ocations of use, perhaps reporting to responsible
i ndi vidual s much snal | er nunber, possibly even one person

There are no solutions in nmy comment. | just want
to make sure that the situations that have a corporate individua
like that -- that it doesn't get underm ned, because | think it
woul d be detrinental to their safety program

MR, CAMERON: Can you explain why you think that
that centralized program woul d be underm ned because we focused
on -- because of focusing on the responsible individual? I
wasn't sure if everybody had that.

M. NNMMO |If you said you nust have the
responsi bl e individual be Iinked physically to that site, they
nmust be physically at that site, then the correspondence between
the NRC would go out of their corporate headquarters and go to
the individual |ocations, and it | eaves that corporate office out
of the loop. That corporate office is extrenely effective in
dealing with their locations, and | think it would be a shane to

under ni ne that program
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MR, CAMERON: |s the idea of the responsible
i ndi vidual either in our proposed rule or in the concept that
John was putting forth -- | don't knowif they're different -- is
that assuned that the responsible individual would be physically
at the sane place?

M5. NNMMO.  No, it does not.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Suzanne, |I'Il turn it over to you. You've heard a
ot of things. You nust have a | ot of questions, conments.

MS. WOODS: | think you nmake a good point.
Regardl ess of whether it's the responsible individual or one
central nmailing address, how do we identify |ocation or unique
sonmething that we can tie as a general license so that we can say
this is a license here, this is the license here, and so forth?

How do we gather that information, as well as al
the information that you -- sonme of you have been providing, you
know, the details, |ab nunber nine on floor seven. How do we
gat her that infornmation?

How do we structure this definition so it's clear
to you and sonething that will facilitate your efforts in
gathering this infornmation for the transfer reports? It has to
be clear to the licensees.

MR, PATTERSON. The problem | have is your floor
five, lab seven is not the definition of a license. That's a
definition of the I ocation of one instrunent covered by a
l'i cense.

MS. WOODS: That would be on a canpus setting.
The | ocations of use are referred to as a canpus setting, where

there are a nunber of facilities and a nunber of devices,



particularly in a canpus-type setting. That would be one
| ocation of use, considered one |license, under the proposed rule.

A corporate structure with multiple devices used
in various |ocations, whether those are fixed devices, those
| ocations woul d be considered separate licenses, and if they're
portable, it would be the place that they're stored on a
per manent basi s.

So, those are the three types of structures fore
equating a license to, but how do we prescribe an address to them
SO we can conmunicate to themand so that we can identify them
uniquely as, in fact, a general license, so we don't cause our
systemto send out nultiple registration requests with attached
fee requests for one license.

MR, CAMERON: Anybody have any suggestions on
t hat ?

MR PATTERSON: Doesn't it conme down to a
judgenent call? |'ve got a specific exanple.

We have two buildings that are half-a-nile apart.
You know, people wal k back and forth between them |s that one
facility? |If | have generally licensed devices in both
buil dings, is that one |icense or two? You' ve got to put sone
human judgenent into this thing, | think

M5. WOODS: |Is the definition in the rule clear
enough to support that type of judgenent call?

MR, CAMERON: Wil e people are thinking about
that, let's hear fromKate

MS. ROUGHAN: W have nore experience with
i ndustrial radiography, and it's kind of a similar situation

where they have a specific license, but they can go out to
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tenporary job-sites and they can have multiple storage |ocations
on their license. There's one annual fee for that, and there can
be 60 devices on that license. There's one person responsible.
It seens like it's a very simlar situation

MR, PATTERSON. In that case, it's up to the end
user to define it.

MS. ROUGHAN: That's right, yes.

MR, PATTERSON. | guess, going back to ny
judgenent, it's the end user that nmakes the judgenent.

If | were submitting the application, | would say
those two buildings a half-a-mle apart are one facility.
guess you get to review it and say, hey, wait a mnute, you know,
they're 10 mles apart, that's not one facility, you know.

MS. WOODS: Ckay.

So, what I'mhearing is, for those types of things
that are fixed, that are falling within the definitions of the
rule, are things like it would be a judgenent call, the rule
| anguage woul d support that judgenent call, and that judgenent
call would have to be nade by the licensee in providing that
information to you for the transfer reports that are provided to
us. |Is that a correct characterization?

MR, CAMERON: John is still thinking about this, |
guess.

Do you want us to go to Ceorge?

MR, PATTERSON. Yeah, go to George

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MR, BROMN. The uni queness of a general license is
the end user relies on us, the manufacturer, for alnost all of

his input.
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To say this is going to be the responsibility of
t he person buying the gauge -- and | am opening up nore work for
a manufacturer, but the chances of having them understand the
rul es clear enough to know this location issue -- it's going to
be up to us, the manufacturer, to specify to themwhat it is, and
what will happen is they will ask us, the nanufacturer, us, okay,
you're going to sell us a gauge, what do we have to do, and you

have to notify.

Well, do we notify for one | ocation or two
| ocati ons?

So, the judgenent call, | think, is going to cone
down to the nanufacturer. |It's not going to be the user. The
di stributor of the general l|icense gauge is the person that's

going to have to be famliar with the rule and nmake the judgenent
call.

Now, | don't know how that relates with
enforceability, whatever, but it's going to have to be the
di stributor who deci des what they tell the person to fill out.

MS. WOODS: How difficult would it be to provide
all three types of location infornation as | described up front,
the real specific stuff about a lab on a certain floor, which is
the actual place -- let's just, for sake of discussion, call it
the actual l|ocation of use, and then have a mailing |ocation of
use, and then, if it is a canpus-type setting, that would be the
Iicensed |location of use. Could you collection that information?
How coul d we best facilitate getting that information?

MR, CAMERON: Does this go -- picking up on
sonmething in response to that, what Ceorge said and what Ral ph

said earlier about conpany-by-conpany agreenents -- | nean is
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that the way -- is that the only way that this can be done? 1In
other words, leave it up to the discretion of the manufacturer?

MS. WOODS: Well, | just broadened it out to not
only be what George was referring to as |ocation of use and
havi ng to nake a judgenment call but that we found these ot her
pi eces of information are useful, as well, and |I'm aski ng woul d
it be difficult to collect all of the information.

MR, BROMN: The gauges that we sell, a mailing
address of howto get hold of the person and a plant |ocation, a
pl ant address should be relatively easy, but to pinit down to a
use location, that could be a problem because it's very tough to
define a use location inside a facility.

I mean how do you define, you know, a gas
pi pel i ne, you know, | mean high caustic return |ine or sonething
like that between two vessels? So, it's not like a lab, you
know, | ocati on.

Yes, a fixed location at a plant, they could find
it, but I don't think -- and | don't think you need the detail.

The reporting requirenment is going to cone from us
anyway. | nmean we're the people that are going to have to submit
in the quarterly report that information. So, it's going to be
up to us, really, to find where it goes.

And | don't think -- as long as it's clear,
think the information can be relatively easy to get, because
right now, I nmean we list end user and interimuser, that kind of
stuff.

So, it would just require a little nore work on
actually, the sales end of the gane to nake sure that they

under stand when they sell these things who it's going to have to



be, and that, in itself, can be a hard tine, but getting that
tied back before it ships -- in the real mof undue burdens, |
don't think it's an undue burden, and I do think it will help
strengt hen the accountability, but it should, | think, be mailing
address and | ocation, or nailing address of the person and
| ocati on.

I think keying it to the responsible personis
real inportant.

MS. WOODS: Mailing address and then the actual
| ocati on.

MR, BROAN. Mailing address of the responsible

i ndi vidual and | ocation of where the gauge will be, and | think

t hose devices -- because then it's very clear to us, to our
people -- and we can tell, you're the responsible person, and
this is the location we're putting it. If you nove it fromthat

| ocation for any reason, you're the person that has to notify,
because once they get the gauge, they may not talk to us again.
Ceneral ly they do, but sonetines they don't.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Let's go to your colleague
Candy for sone anplification on that.

Candy?

MS. BROCK: No, no anplification, further
guesti on.

Can you not create an econonic hardship for a
conpany that orders on an agreenent state who has no fee for

general |icense gauges?

In Mchigan, I'mrequired to pay $420 but ny plant

extends into Chio, and the Chio gauges are not paying a fee,

therefore, I"'mgoing to shut down this little town in M chigan
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because |I'm going to nove ny whol e operation to the State of
Chi o.

It seens |ike we've got sone trans-boundary issues
there, too, on these |ocations of use.

MR CAMERON: Well, that takes us back to an
earlier discussion, | think

MR HI CKEY: W're aware of that issue. That's a
broad i ssue, because there are sone states that charge | ower or
hi gher fees or no fees conpared to us, and that we just live with
as, you know, the difference between having state authority
versus Federal authority.

So, the industry just have to live with that. In
some cases, it's an advantage; in sonme cases, it's a
di sadvant age.

MR, CAMERON: W heard the interchange between
John and George and Suzanne on this. Does anybody have anyt hing
to add on that?

Suzanne, do you want to sort of summarize what
you' ve heard?

MS. WOODS: | think what we just shared with
Ceorge is what |I'mhearing sort of culninated into responsible
i ndi vidual, would be a nailing address to them and a uni que
address coul d be associated with the actual |ocation of use.

It does not necessarily have to go down to the
floor, the lab, or the pipeline, you know, the operation |line
that it's on.

That information -- that the definitions that
we' ve tal ked about here for |ocation of use and -- actua

| ocation of use, as I've referred to it, and a nailing address
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for responsible individual would be definitions that a genera
Iicensee could work within providing that information to you,
that it would be clear to them

You believe that to be true is what |'m hearing.
Sonmewhat ? Okay? | see a shrugged shoulder, so I'lIl open it up
for discussion on that if you have sonething nore you'd like to
add.

MR, CAMERON: John, are you reaching for your
card?

MR PATTERSON:  Yeah

That al so hel ps you with the 3M case, and | work
very closely with a guy at Merck, and he's got the sane issue.
He's got lots of different locations, but he's the responsible
i ndi vi dual

So, he's the nmumiling address and he's probably the
one that's going to be responsible for paying the damm fee, but
they're all over the state. WIIl, actually, in this case,
they're all over the country.

M5, WoODS: |I'd like to revisit my subtopic of
fi xed gauges on portable devices for just a minute, and | think
that, using this structure, is it possible -- the structure we
just outlined -- would that work in those scenarios to identify a
uni que address for the license, as well as a nmiling address?

MR, CAMERON:  You neant uni que address of the --

MS. WOODS: Actual location of use and a nailing
address for the location. | may be nixing semantics.

MR, HEYER  Maybe.

MS. WOODS: Maybe? Ckay.

MR, HEYER | see no problemin doing diligence
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and providing to the NRC this day forward that information,
responsi bl e individual and | ocation of use. However, know that
per haps the physical |ocation of that particul ar device may
change, and we have no control over that.

I[t's an initial notification. | think the term
initial address, initial location of use is sonething that we can
docunment and have docunented as other nmanufacturers have in our
quarterly reports.

No one says it's going to be valid five days
| ater, and you even nentioned yourself you sent out sonething,
three nonths later it's gone. Wll, guess what? There's devices
going in and out in 30 days that you're never going to see.

It's just one of those things. If it's a
tenmporary use location or sonething like that, you're going to
have these built-in factors, but we can do diligence in providing
that information. | don't see any problemw th that, speaking
personal | y.

M5. WOODS: The transfers that occur in those
cases, though, would be reportable issues to us.

MR, HEYER Wthin 30 days?

M5. WOODS: When it noves from one |ocation to
anot her .

MR HEYER |I'mtalking portable units that nay go
out to a general l|icensee and then cone back within a 30-day
period. W'IlIl report that. However, when you get the
i nformation and then you tally it up and you contact them they
contact nme and say how cone -- you know, | sent this back to you,
you know.

That's just an exanple of the 30-day wi ndow t hat



soneti nes applies, because we're saying they have 30 days to
notify, and what happens within that 30 days -- you used 90 days,
| believe, in one scenario. There are those types of situations.

We can do diligence, |I think, in providing that
i nfornmati on that you need for responsible individual, physica
address to go to. The actual |ocation of each device, when it's
a portable device or a nobile device, nay be difficult, but
that's sonething that we can convey to our custoners as best we
can.

M5. WOODS: |'mcurious to know if these fixed
devices on nobile units -- have they been evaluated for the types
of vibrations and all the different factors that go into those
t hi ngs? Have they been noted as nobil e devices?

MR, HEYER  They are so denoted on the seal ed
source and device registry systemand have net the criteria set
forth at that tine.

M5. WOODS: So, if we called them sonething |ike
nobi | e devices, that would be a clear definition to people? How

woul d we reference those kinds of devices?

MR, HEYER | have no problemif you call it a
fixed device. |I'mjust letting you knowit's fixed on a nobile
unit.

I mean | don't -- ny peers here have nobile
devices, but they're fixed also, but may -- George nay say it's
fixed, because it doesn't break the beam geonetry. It stays on a

pi pe saddle. That pipe saddle can physically be renoved wi thout
af fecting the beam geonetry, but it's on a truck or it's on a
dredge, and that's how it was eval uated on the seal ed source and

device registry system is all the criteria used to evaluate the
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source head configuration, limtations and conditions of use
specify what it is used on, whether it is an oil field
application or whether it's used on that.

MR, CAMERON: How inportant is this -- is the
geonetry of the source affected? |'ve heard that a coupl e of
times. Does that make our job easier or nore difficult, or is
that inportant to us in terns of this whole framework?

Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: Source geonetry refers to the
al i gnment of the source, whether it's with regards to the
shi el di ng, beam detection, geonetry.

MR HCKEY: | think it's only relevant in
characterizing the device, but it doesn't really help as far as
descri bing where it's | ocated.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

MR HEYER It also describes the Iinmitations of
what a general licensee can and can't do. |If it maintains it's
fixed configuration, it's not physically renoved, relocated, or
t he beam geonetry broken, then that's not a general |icensed
activity.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

It seens that what we cane up with here -- and
Jonathan, I'mgoing to go over to you -- is that responsible
i ndividual, mailing address for the responsible individual, and
physical |ocation, as opposed to perhaps actual |ocation
physical location within a plant -- is that the suggestion that
we have on the table for this?

MS. WOODS: | thought | heard actual |ocation.

MR, CAMERON: | thought that George started to
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nmake -- or nmade the point that we may not be able to tell you
where the actual location is within the plant, but we can give
you the physical location in terns of being in the plant, and
t hought that's sort of the thing that Ral ph was picking up on
there, and Ral ph's shaking his head yes, but -- George, are you
and Ral ph on the sane wavel ength here?

MR BROMN: | think we are.

| mean the idea is a general |icensed gauge can be
shipped to a plant and be used in one | ocation, one process in
that plant for several nonths, and then they'll have us cone in,
take it down, and nove it to another one at the same |ocation
and it will be in two spots in the sane physical plant, and
think this -- addressing the mailing address of the responsible
i ndi vi dual addresses specifically the issue of mning
installations, which have a | ot of unmanned sites, pipelines,
which will have l|ocations that don't have a mailing address.

I mean it could be defined as the nile 173 punp
station of several run of pipe as the location, which neans
sonmething to them and it nmeans sonething to you, because when
you ask hi mwhere that gauge is, it pinpoints it.

So, | think the conbination of those two should
neet both of the requirenments and be well within the real mof us
being able to handle it easily, on initial notification

MS. WOODS: | think that | was just getting the
ternms mixed up. | think I was in line with what you were tal king
internms of definition of which |location we're tal king about.

So, | think we're all talking on the sanme page

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Jonat han?
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MR, FORTKAMP: | think it's probably resol ved at
this point, but just a comment, as well, that it's going to
af fect the burden on the |icensee and the regulators for
revi ewi ng, because if you're getting down to a very specific
| ocation, you know, a particular pipe, and it's noved on a -- not
a regul ar basis but on a frequent enough basis, and if that's the
identified |l ocation, then every tine that noves, there's going to
be another report of transfer, and so, that's not only a burden
on the licensee but it's a burden on the regulators for review of
t hat.

If you can, you know, expand that to just a site
| ocation, you know, it's in this building at, you know, 650
Acker man Road, say, for ABB, and then, within that, the
responsi bl e i ndividual needs to know where it is fromthere.

MR, CAMERON: So, you're basically being

consi stent with Ral ph and George. Ckay.

I[Ilinois -- | don't knowif -- Joe or Mke, any
coment s?

MR, CLINGER No. | think generally what |I'm
hearing sounds |ike what we do. | think I agree that they key is

t he responsi bl e individual, though.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

Anybody in the audi ence before we nove on to the
next segment on reporting?

John.

MR, HI CKEY: | just want to add one final conment.
W will think nore about the issue of designation of |ocation,
both for accountability and assessnment of fees, but | want to

enphasi ze one thing. There is an advantage in know ng



specifically where the device is in a plant.

If a device is found in a scrap-yard and our
dat abase shows that it was registered at General Mdtors in
Detroit, Mchigan, we will send out the inspector and he will go
and drive and park in the parking lot, which alone is one square
mle, and then he'll go to the responsible individual and say we
found a device in a scrap-yard and it caused a $5 nillion
contami nation incident and it was registered to you, and he'l
say, well, our conputer systemon that went down six nonths ago

and we don't have the data on those devices.

It would be useful if our database said that it's

| ocated in building 123-A in the northeast corner, installed on
such-and-such a device. So, that is where that coul d becone an

i ssue.

So, that's just sonething that we -- that's one of

the issues we have in nind when we're | ooking for a description
of where the device is.

MR, CAMERON: So, you're saying that you can't
assune that -- we should hope that the responsible individua

wi Il know the actual |ocation, as opposed to the physical

| ocati on.

MR HI CKEY: Correct.

MR, CAMERON: But that that reality nay not occur,
| guess.

MR HI CKEY: Correct.

MR, CAMERON: Ral ph, do you have a conment on

John's point?

MR, HEYER  Yes. Wuld not the six-nonth physica

i nventory address that issue that's required currently under the
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rul e?

MR, HI CKEY: Well, you know, | was talking to ny
staff. That's the first |'ve heard. | have to read the
regulation. | wasn't aware general |icensees had to take
inventory. |'d forgotten about that if that's the case. | know

they have to do leak testing in sonme cases, but |I'mtalking about
the case where we have a real problemand the responsible
i ndi vi dual falters.

If we had the record of where the thing was
installed, we could have himtake us to that |ocation, rather
t han having himor her search through his records to figure out
what's goi ng on.

MR, CAMERON: | think Elsa had sonething to say on
t hat .

El sa?

MS. NNMVO It seens like, if the responsible
i ndi vidual has faltered on that, they probably woul d have
faltered on updating you when it noved to the nost recent
location within the facility.

You know, it seens |ike a situation where probably
a fine is in order.

MR, HI CKEY: |'mnot tal ki ng about the penalty.
W& have real cases where sources get nelted down and crap up
facilities, but the faster we can find out where they canme from
the better.

M5. NEMMO Yeah. It seens |like the type of
situation where you're likely to have both problens rather than
-- they kept you perfectly up to date where the device was, but

on the day you visit, the responsible individual doesn't happen



123

to know.

MR, HI CKEY: But if we never got the initial
report of where it was installed, then it's nore difficult to
find out about it later. But if they told us initially where it
was put, then people can forget about it, but we still have the
i nformation.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. | think Doug has a comment,

and d en mght have a comment on that, and then let's close up on

this one.

Go ahead, Doug.

MR, BROADDUS: One of the things | think we're
doing here is we're kind of nixing the registration -- people

that are subject to registration and those that are not subject
to registration.

Those that are subject to registration every year
-- we're going to contact themand they're going to tell us where
the device is. W're going to ask them You tell us -- you
reconfirmwi th us where the location of use is.

Those that are not subject to registration, the
i nfornmati on you give us is all we have, that's all we'll ever
have, because we're not going to contact them you know, on a
peri odi ¢ basis unless we know of an incident or sonething |like
that and we go through our database and find out that, in fact,
the device we found in the scrap-yard, you know, belonged to this
particul ar |icensee.

That's the only tine we may be contacting that
general license at that point.

So, the information you give us at that point, you

know, with the initial transfer report, is the best infornmation
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we have, and if you can tell us the exact location at that point,
you know, that gives us nore information to try to find it then

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, Doug, for pointing
that out.

Coi ng back to -- on a related point that | think
shoul d be clarified, Ralph's point about the six-nmonth inventory
-- is that applicable to both devices that need to be registered
as well as devices that do not need to be registered?

Ral ph suggested that the solution to John's
concern mght be the required six-nmonth physical inventory, and
goi ng back to your point about the distinction between registered
devi ces and non-regi stered, | wondered if the six-nmonth physica
i nventory applied to both of those situations or only to
regi stered.

Ral ph, I'Il ask you first.

MR, HEYER M understanding of 10 CFR 31.5 is
that six-nonth physical inventory, six-nmonth shutter check, and

six-nmonth |l eak test w pe, unless otherw se specified, nmust be

performed by a general |icensee. Three things are required to be
performed by a general |icensee under 31.5. That's always been
t here.

MR, CAMERON: So, it has nothing to do with
whet her it's a device that needs to be, quote, "registered,"
unquot e, or not.

MR, HEYER Not to nmy know edge.

MR, CAMERON: That might solve the problem |
don't know

El sa?

Ms. NNMVO | think maybe the confusion -- it's



not a called a six-nmonth inventory. It's just you have to do the
shutter test and the warning lights test, and if it's a solid
source, you have to leak test it.

Well, at the same tinme, you're recording the
serial nunber. The data are neani ngl ess wthout the serial
nunber .

So, it, in effect, ends up being a physica
i nventory, just not called that.

MR, CAMERON: So, this is sonething, at a m ni num
the staff should consider whether this resolves some of their
concerns that were raised by John.

Doug?

MR, BROADDUS: Yeah. Doug Broaddus agai n.

Point of clarification: 31.5 does not require an
inventory. What it requires is a leak test, as required on the
| abel , and that | eak test nmay be anywhere fromnot required to
required every six nonths, every 36 nonths. Thirty-six nonths is
the I ongest tine period that we will allow currently.

It does also require a shutter frequency test,
which is six nonths, unless, again, the device has been
aut horized for a longer period for testing. So, that could al so
be as |l ong as 36 nonths.

So, in general, the default is six nonths.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks.

Well, at least | think there is sone food for
t hought there for the staff, and why don't we nove on to the
other reporting information issues?

Two things identified here are identification of

t he responsi bl e individual, who has already cone up, and taxpayer
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I D nunber.

Suzanne, do you want to give us sone context?

M5. WOODS: The issue here that we would like to
raise is how can we nake it a clear definition, once again, that
the Iicensee can provide you with a responsi bl e individual that
you can report to us?

We presently have a definition in the requirenent
for a contact person. That could be anyone, as you've nentioned
today, froma purchasing agent to any point -- anyone, a
receptionist, a point of contact. W don't want that to continue
t o happen.

The intent is that this individual, under new
31.5(c)(12), as proposed, would be a designated person who
ensures that the general licensee is aware of its regulatory
responsibilities, has the authority to take required actions for
conplying with the applicable regul ations, discusses the
possibility of a back-up -- excuse ne.

W'd also like to discuss the possibility of a
back-up responsi bl e individual, and how could we get this
information clear -- clearly froma |licensee to you and to us?

MR, CAMERON: Any conments on responsi bl e
i ndi vi dual ?

Ceor ge?

MR, BROMN: A coupl e of things.

As far as the scenario where we have a person at a
plant, if we had, essentially, as you defined it, that kind of
gui del i nes, we could pass that on to the custoner and ask for
that information

As the formof nore of a question, the way | read



the rule, it says that a person has to be on-site. The question
then, do they have to be an enpl oyee?

For instance, could that person say Chnmart is the
responsi bl e i ndividual and contract with us, and then we woul d
mai ntain responsibility of that gauge for them because there are
a lot of general |icensees that would -- sone would do it, sone
woul dn' t, but woul d that responsible individual have to be an
enpl oyee of the conpany or a contractor could do it, and would
they need a specific license if they were going to, or could it
be a nai ntenance group, sonething like that?

So, you, | think, define whether it has to be an
enpl oyee of the conpany.

MR, CAMERON: Are there any coments on that sane
i ssue, does it have to be an enpl oyee of the general |icensee?

MR RICH Tom Rich here.

In one of ny previous lives, | was responsible to
do G inspections, and it was kind of a nightmare at the tine. |
do believe that the responsible individual has to be in that
conpany.

For exanple, sone of the places you go, they use
devices in a secure area, a gold room for exanple, in AT&T, and
it took alnbpst a day just to get a clearance to get in there.

The responsi ble person at that tinme was just a
nmai nt enance, had no rights to go in that place, didn't even know
who was in that roomand so forth

The second thing is, a lot of tines these devices
-- like you said, they could be a half-nile apart, but an
i nspector then trying to track that thing down is al nbst

i mpossi bl e.
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So, if you do use a responsible person and their
address, nake sure that the responsible individual is clear on
his requirenments, that he does have authority to go in all those
pl aces, and that he does know at any particular tine where that
devi ce is.

If we're trying to follow up on incidents, we need
to know where that device could have been or where it's gone.

MR, CAMERON: You're raising a |arger issue but
relating it back to George's point. The inplication is that if
it wasn't an enpl oyee of the conpany, that responsible individua
woul d have to be able to go anyplace in the conpany.

MR RICH That's correct. Naval shipyard, for
exanpl e, you know, outside contractors usually can't get in
wi thout a clearance. So, it wouldn't do nmuch good to have that
as a responsible individual if you're doing an inspection or need
to find out where the device is.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Davi d, do you want to continue on this trend, or
did you have a different point?

MR, BENNETT: Different point.

MR, CAMERON: Suzanne, what do you have to say on
t he discussion? Did you have sonething on this discussion?

MS. WOODS: Yes. | think what Tomis hitting on
is the second part of the definition provided in the proposed
rule that specifies what we want to see in a responsible
i ndividual, and that is soneone who can take -- has the authority
within the conpany to take action to nake sure that conpliance
occurs.

So, in these scenarios, | think that's what Tom
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was hitting on.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

MS. WOODS: |I'mnot certain that hiring sonmeone
fromoutside the conpany -- we would want to assure that that
second part of the definition were to be in place.

MR, CAMERON: Ceorge, just because you raised the
possibility of a contractor, in your experience, would -- if your
conpany or a -- if your conpany, for exanple, was the responsible
i ndi vidual, would you have the authority to do the types of
t hi ngs that Tom and Suzanne were tal ki ng about ?

MR BROMN: Well, generally, if sonebody contracts
with us to do things |ike that, we specify that up front. | nean
you're required to maintain other safety-related i ssues that we
have to have responsibility for and be able to enforce.

So, it's not uncommon, if we have a field service
person at the plant, to tell themthat sonething isn't right.

He'll padlock it off, lock it off until shields are put in place
or sonet hing's done.

If you had a contract to do that, that responsible
person woul d have to have that authority. The authority is going
to come fromthe plant manager

You're not going to get any grassroots people be
abl e to nmake those deci sions and enforce anything unl ess you have
t he managenent-1evel responsibility, because these things will
have sonetines significant financial inpacts to a plant.

These people don't put these gauges in because
they want to. They save them noney or allow themto run, and if
you're going to take a process or a device out of service because

of a problemor sonething that needed to happen, there's
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significant financial inmpact to nost conpanies, and they will
respond pretty quickly if it's clear

| don't think it's an issue that a non-contractor

person -- they're also going to have a lot of issues --
instrumentation in a lot of plants -- the entire nmaintenance is
contracted to another conpany, and that still nmght be the best

person to have in charge.

So, it's not just us. It could be just an
el ectrical contract conpany that has 15 people working in there
and they do all the naintenance and repair of all the devices.

MS. WOODS: | think you've brought up a very good
issue, and | think we have to decide at NRCif we're confortable
with that, as it's been laid out for what we see as the
responsi bl e i ndi vi dual

MR, CAMERON: Let's go to Chris and then over to
Kat e.

Chris?

MR FITZ: Yeah, | was just going to say it seens
like, there again, we're looking at it froma risk base, these
are inherently safe devices. W allow nedical institutions to
have a consultant radiation safety officer. It seens |like the
burden on the general licensee is nuch higher

MR, CAMERON: So, the RSO anal ogy fromthe nedical
area?

MR FITZ: Yeah

VR, CAMERON. Kate?

M5. ROUGHAN: It's not clear to ne how we as
distributors are going to deternine how this responsible

individual is and if they have any proper authority. W can't



assess that. The general |icensee thenselves would have to
identify it, and that would have to be consistent. They notify
the NRC of who the responsible person is. They should al so
notify the manufacturer, so we have that infornmation, also,
because we can't assess that with what we ship. W're given a
name. That's all we have.

MR, CAMERON: So, is this sonething that -- the
implication, | guess, is that when you transfer -- or whatever
the word we're going to be using -- that device, that that would
be another detail ed piece of information that you woul d have to
ascertain, is that -- do these -- the people who you're giving us
as a responsibl e individual have the authority?

VWhat do other people think about the reality of
having to do that?

El sa?

MS. NNMVO | think all we can do is notify the
general licensee what the requirenent is and what kind of
authority their contact person has to have, and after that, al
we can do is report the infornation that's been passed on

We're not going to be assessing their corporate
structure. W just don't have that kind of know edge about the
site.

MR CAMERON: And is that a consensus around the
tabl e, that understanding? | see a |lot of people are shaking
their heads. And does that sound right to the NRC?

MS. WOODS: Yeah, and that's why we brought this
to the table, because we see that this is an issue where it
really is going to rely on the general |icensee to fully

understand it. So, we're asking, is it clear the way it's
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witten?

Are they going to take hold of it and answer to
you with a nane that neets these criteria, or is there sone other
suggesti on you have for how we can word this so it is clear, or
what we can do to facilitate your efforts to collect this
i nformation?

MR, CAMERON: The question is, very sinply, is the
| anguage that's specified in the rule sufficient to let the
general |icensee, purchaser, whatever, know what types of
authority the responsible individual has to have?

John, what was your conment?

MR, PATTERSON. | was going to go back to
sonmething | think George started, and that is the issue of a
non- enpl oyee being the responsi bl e individual

Don't forget, sonme of these devices get sold to --
we sell to inspection conpanies that are, you know, two or three
peopl e.

You're probably better off, in that case, if they
go out and get a know edgeabl e i ndividual to be the responsible
i ndividual than try and do it thensel ves, because they're doing
58 other things, and they're not going to pay attention in sone
cases.

And 1'd just like to echo Elsa's thoughts.

There's no way we can evaluate the nane we're given. You know,
we're going to have to say here is what that individual is going
to be responsible for, tell us who it's going to be, and we're
going to get a nane back, and we'll give it to you, you know.

Again, if it's one of these two-people operation

and it's the president of the conpany, let's hope not, but
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hypot hetically, he could be say, oh, yeah, it's another
regulatory thing, 1'll ignore it.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Let's hear fromJack, and |
woul d just like to touch base with El sa again before we go on

MR, RAMBEY: It seens to ne that, if you let the
responsi bl e party be soneone who's not an enpl oyee of that
conpany, although he may be able to handl e the regul ation better
t han anybody else in the conpany and do everything that needs to
be done, you're still kind of defeating the purpose of the
original intent, and that's to get sonmeone in the conpany to take
responsibility for their gauge.

Now, if they take responsibility, they nay go out
and hire someone to do all that stuff, but there still has to be
that person who is an enpl oyee of the conpany who says, oh, yeah
I know.

I f he says, oh, no, you know, there's the fellow,
you know, take himto jail, | think you' re kind of going to
def eat the purpose.

MR, CAMERON: So, you're drawi ng a distinction
bet ween the responsible individual is sonmeone within the conpany,
but they may go out and hire soneone to hel p them i npl enent that
responsibility, but they are still the responsible individual

MR, RAMSEY: Exactly.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Davi d?
MR BENNETT: | didn't think the intention here
was to educate -- necessarily educate the conpany. The proposed

rule states the nane and phone nunber of the person identified by

the general licensee. The interest here is in providing better
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tracki ng, and whether that's by an individual in the conpany or a
contract service shouldn't really matter.

| understand the concern with people from outside
of the conpany having | ess access to those areas where the
instrument would be. | nean that's very valid point. But the
interest here is in being able to track the devices. The rule is
it's the person identified by the general I|icensee.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Let's go Suzanne for a
conment, and then we'll touch base with the agreenent states and
t he audi ence.

MS. WOODS: | think your comments have been very
hel pful. You are, right now, our best source for -- your
experience as well as your specific know edge of genera
i censees and what they can and cannot understand, which is where
a lot of these questions are conming from

You' ve had a good deal of interaction with themto
know t hat sonething like this will work or not. So, | appreciate
your coments and how it will be incorporated within their
structures of very small business situations to very conpl ex,
such as 3M

So, those things are very val uabl e.

The other issue that | raised was a back-up
responsi bl e individual, and |I'mwondering, could we hear sone
conmmrents on how you think that might be of value or otherw se?

MR CAMERON: Davi d?

MR, BENNETT: That's where | do not agree. |
don't think it should be forced on conpanies to have backups for
people. |If an inspector is going to show up at a facility and

this person is out on vacation or away on a business trip, that's
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t oo bad.

We're already forcing these conpanies to pay
sonmebody to becone familiar with these requirenents. You know,
all conpanies have to do this, not just those on this list, but
all conpani es have to abide by this section of the regul ations.

So, if you have a conpany that is, nunber one,
having to pay to train an individual and nmaintain that person's
training level and then, secondly, having to force that $420, but
now you' re addi ng anot her person to this puzzle, | think it's too
nmuch.

I think one person being responsible for that
i nformati on shoul d be adequate.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

Chris, nore on that sane point?

MR, FITZ: Yeah. Just to echo the analogy to the
radi ati on safety officer, the NRC does not recogni ze assi stant
radi ati on safety officer. |It's kind of the sane point.

MR, CAMERON:  All right. Thank you.

| shoul d ask, does anybody around the table want
to speak in favor of the need for a back-up responsible
i ndi vi dual ?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

State of Illinois -- responsible individua
di scussi on, including the back-up responsible individual -- any
comment s?

MR, CLINGER | don't think we have a position on

whet her the back-up responsi bl e individual has to be an enpl oyee.

Excuse ne, the responsible individual
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As far as the back-up responsibl e individual
we' re agai nst that, also.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

Let's go quickly to the audi ence on the
responsi bl e i ndividual discussion. Anybody have a comment out
t here?

d en, you had sonmething to say previously. Maybe
you want to cone up and put it on the record.

MR GOTSCHALL: den Cotschall from ETG

This is alittle bit different scenario fromthe
rest of you, but just to be aware of it, ny conpany is a defense
contractor.

Qur custoners are typically other governnent
agenci es, various government agenci es, quasi-governnent agencies,
sonmetines with covert operations. Sonetines it's all | can do to
get a point of contact nane. | have to call themand say, hey, |
can't ship this unless you give me a point of contact, phone
nunber .

To go back to them and say, hey, now | want
sonmebody who's going to be the responsible individual, you know,
| mght get a nane, but you know, who knows whet her that person
exi sts.

So, you know, that's another scenario.

MR, CAMERON: Interesting problem Ckay.

Daryl ?

MR, SHAPIRO Not nearly as interesting as that,
but it may be hel pful to think about how I m ght answer that
guesti on.

If a general |icensee cane and asked, |1'd like to



hire a consultant to be ny responsible individual, is that a good
idea, the first answer is, if they're better able than you,
probably, but you as the licensee are ultimately responsible.

The NRC will look to you.

If there's a failure on the part of the
responsi bl e individual, the NRC may consider action agai nst that
person, but it's your license, it's your ability to do business,
to possess licensed material, in this case generally l|icensed
mat eri al

That ought to be a pretty good forcing nmechanism
for general |icensees who want to go outside and have an Rl who
is not an enpl oyee.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Final comment, Jonathan

MR, FORTKAMP: | think it's good to give themthe

option -- the custoners an option for -- to bring an outside
i ndi vidual, sonmeone whose primary purpose is to | ook over their
devices and to help themneet the regulations, but |I think it
does need to be clear in the contract that, if an outside
contract person is hired, that they do have all the authority
requi red under the regulations, just as a contract RSO woul d have
to have all the authority that an in-house RSO woul d have to nake
decisions and to put, you know, unsafe practices to a stop

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, Jonathan

How about taxpayer |D, Sue?

M5. WOODS: The Conmi ssion has asked us to
consider, in a staff requirenents nmenorandum which is a
menorandumto the staff in response, generally, to a Conmi ssion
paper -- they asked us to consider the issue of taxpayer |ID and

collecting that for general |icensees for the purposes of
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tracking them

There's a |l ot of issues surrounding that, but
whil e we have you here, we would like to ask you, is this
sonet hing that we could do? W would collect it? Wen should
we collect it? Wat other issues and alternatives do you
identify with it?

For exanple, here's a possible scenario of how the
| ogi stics night play out.

You provide us a transfer report and report to us
a new general |icensee, and under the proposed rule, we would go
out and provide themregistration in an appropriate tinefrane.

That registration request mght go out, be
responded to. W have a certain cycle that's being discussed as
far as those that are not responded to, going out and requesting
it again and so forth.

There might be as much as nine nonths, maybe a
year fromthe tine that you have notified us on a transfer report
to the tine where we actually put an inspector out there because
we've made all the efforts to contact this individual and they
are gone, and we've discussed issues today where three nonths, 30
days, various things where it is easy for these certain
i ndividuals, different types of users, to fall off the scope of
the radar screen for NRCto track them and the tracking and
accountability purposes is the initial intent of this
registration and this proposed rule.

So, there is sone discussion on this taxpayer
identification as a neans for getting that information. It's
been di scussed as to what point it should be collected. Should

it be collected as soon as we know about the |licensee? Do we
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collect it fromthen? Do the vendors collect it?

There are a lot of issues in the forefront on
this, and we'd like to hear fromyou on them

MR, CAMERON: |s the purpose of the taxpayer IDto
provi de greater assurance that we will be able to find the
individual? | nean is that the essence?

M5. WOODS: It's been asked that we consider
collecting it for the purposes of tracking these individuals nore
cl osely.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. So, looking at it fromthat's
t he purpose, taxpayer ID, does it acconplish that purpose, and

how difficult is it going to be to get that type of infornmation

fromthe general |icensee, for you guys to get it fromthen?
El sa?
M5. NNMMO | guess | was just -- Suzanne, was the

intent for us to get that infornation and give it to you on the
quarterly reports of distribution?

M5. WOODS: There was no intent, no direction.
It's just consider this issue, and we're aski ng how, when, who,
all of the five Ws on this, and | played out one scenario as a
possibility.

Certainly, one of the issues could be for you to
collect it. You know, what do you recommend? |f we were given
this as a tracki ng nechani sm what do you think of it as a
tracki ng nechanism and if we were to inplenent it, how and when
woul d we inplenment it?

MR, CAMERON: Let's address the first one you
brought up. 1Is this going to provide a lot of or a little value

added to tracking, first of all?
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MR, PATTERSON. Corporate identification nunber,
not individual identification nunber.

MS. WOODS: The licensee, which is the corporate

structure.

MR, PATTERSON. kay.

M5. NNMMO | guess, since it wasn't in the
proposed rules, | hadn't given a |lot of thought to us as

distributors getting that nunber and forwarding it to you. M
first reaction is sort of, wow, that sounds like a pain, and it
sounds like information that mght -- | don't know | don't know

how difficult that would be to get. Ofhand, it sounds kind of

scary.
MR, CAMERON: Anybody have an opi ni on on how t he
general licensee would -- whoever collected it but how the
general licensee would react to giving a taxpayer identification
nunber ?
Ral ph?
MR, HEYER In Texas, a specific licensee has to

provi de franchise tax information, and in that, they ask for
corporate tax ID, and that's strictly fromthe regul atory agency.

| personally, as a conpany, would not ask that of
our custoners.

MR, CAMERON: Because you think it would be | ooked
on as too intrusive?

MR HEYER  That's correct.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Jack?

MR, RAMBEY: |'mjust not sure | would understand

the val ue added froma tracki ng standpoi nt, because you're going



to get a tax | D nunmber, but that -- you know, they may relate to
the facility, it may relate to all the facilities in the United
St at es.

I'"mnot sure how the corporate structures of al
t hese conpani es are set up

So, yeah, you might get it, but it nay not really
be of any value. Yeah, you can identify sonebody up the |ine
that owns this, but I'"'mnot sure it's going to tell you anything
about where the device is.

MR, CAMERON: Suzanne, let nme ask you.

The inplication here is that, if you can't find --
that there could be all these different ways that you could find
this conpany individual and therefore check on the device, but if
all else fails, if you can't find themthrough that, you're
al ways going to be able to go to the taxpayer |ID and, therefore,
sonmehow magi cally |l ocate the person and where the device is.
That's the idea behind this, right? Ckay.

| don't knowif we're conming up with any good
i deas about whether the taxpayer ID nunber is sonething that's
going to be the -- sort of the sure-fire way to always find out
what's goi ng on.

Does anybody have any -- Jack indicated sone
skeptici smabout that, and | would Iike to see, is there any
support for, yeah, the taxpayer ID is always going to get you
where you want to go or not?

Ral ph?

MR, HEYER Mdre a question than an answer.

Has the Organi zation of Agreenent States tal ked

about this? | nmean | think a |ot of them have perhaps | ooked
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into that issue as part of their own previ ous experience.

MR, CAMERON: Let's go to not the O ganization of
Agreenent States, but let's see if our agreenent state has any
experience with this or any conment.

[11inois?

MR CLINGER Yeah. | don't know about the
O gani zation of Agreenent States, but here, we've not had --
we' ve not had a great deal of difficulty in making contact with
the general licensee as we've received a report of a
di stribution.

MR, CAMERON: Do you require in any way taxpayer
i dentification nunbers?

MR CLINGER No, sir.

MR CAMERON: El sa.

Thank you.

MS. NIMMO  Taxpayer |ID nunbers aren't generally
required for specific licenses, are they?

MR, CAMERON: So, in other words -- Ralph, in
Texas, franchise -- what you called a franchise tax is required,
but the question for the NRC is do we require taxpayer |D nunbers
for specific licensees?

M5. WOODS: | don't believe so.

MR HI CKEY: No, we don't. The comments -- |'m
gathering that the tax IDs are not already in play in your
transactions. So, you wouldn't be interested in bringing themin
pl ay.

Pot enti al advantage, though, for us to ask them
directly fromthe general |icensees would be, one, if we have

duplicative informati on where we have three reports, all that



143

have t he sane taxpayer |ID nunber, but the nanes are GMV
I ncorporated, General Motors Incorporated, and General Mtors
Corporation, we would see that they all the sane taxpayer |D
That woul d be one exanple of how that mnight be hel pful

Anot her mi ght be where a conpany di sappears and we
can't find them W could see whether the taxpayer |D was
active, whether there was any activity going on agai nst that
t axpayer |D.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Let's go to Candy and then John, and then we have
a triangle of NRC staff here.

Candy?

MS. BROCK: | see taxpayer |D nunbers often on
purchase orders. They're really not as hard to get as you think
they are, but | don't think it's going to be of great value to
you, because the people that are going to abandon gauges are al so
the sane people that -- people that are |ooking for that taxpayer
I D nunber.

| mean, you know, the governnment -- they're just
going to drop out of everything. They're not going to drop out
of just the gauge.

MR, CAMERON: So, if they drop out, they're going
to drop out entirely and the ID nunber is not going to be nuch
hel p.

MS. BROCK: Right.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. | just want to react quickly to

what you said, John. There may be cases where you have the sane
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taxpayer |1 D nunber on nultiple licensees, you' ve got nultiple
| ocations for the sane corporation. General Mdtors is probably a
good exanpl e.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, John.

Let's go to Cathy and then to Doug and t hen cone
back to the table to Suzanne.

Cat hy?

MS. HANEY: We don't use it in licensing, but the
CFO s office does that information. But it's only to be used for
t he purpose of collecting fee.

MR, CAMERON: |f you don't mind, just |ower that
mke alittle bit and repeat that for all of us.

M5. HANEY: We don't use the tax ID nunber in
licensing, but the CFO s office does get that information from
specific licensees. But it's only to be used for purpose of
collecting fee, and we can go to IRS if we |ose track of soneone
totry to see if they could help us.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. CFOis our Chief Financial
Oficer, and that's who inplenents the |license fee.

Doug?

MR, BROADDUS: Yeah, Doug Broaddus agai n.

I was going to echo what Cathy said, that, yes, in
fact, we do collect taxpayer identification nunbers for
coll ection of debt, but | also wanted to add an additiona
comment that, you know, the fees group, this OCFO does have sone
success in tracking down |licensees for the collection of a debt
when they do drop off of our scope, at |east, and typically, when
they just go away conpletely, in many, many cases it's because

they're going into bankruptcy or they're noving to another
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t hem

A taxpayer identification number would allow us,
you know, in both of these cases, to find out either where that
person was filing for bankruptcy or if they had, in fact, noved
to another jurisdiction, and even if it was for a corporate
t axpayer identification nunmber such as CGeneral Mbtors, at |east
we can go to General Mdtors and say what happened to this
particular facility that was, you know, at one point, on this

particular date, at this |location.

So, we still have a way to find out what happened

to the device or the facility or that particular licensee with
t he taxpayer identification nunber. It gives us sone additiona

neans to do a search.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. It seens that there needs to

be, obviously, | guess, nore exploration about how nuch val ue
t axpayer 1D gives you, and John certainly gave sone ot her
i nstances where it may be helpful. | guess we have had sone
experience with it being hel pful

On the second point about howit's collected, it
seens |ike there may be sonme reluctance on the part of the vendor
conmmunity to ask for this information. So, that's another issue.

Suzanne, do you have sonet hing el se on this?

MS. WOODS: Very quickly, yes.

Rat her than repeat what Doug and Cathy have said,
"Il just say that that information -- I'll just enphasize that
that information is for the purposes of fees and not to
necessarily track down a licensee, and so, therefore, we woul dn't

be able to do it for licensing/inspection-type purposes.
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Wth regards to why are we in this issue, | think
that woul d probably be hel pful. |'m seeing sonme puzzled | ooks.

W' ve sent out a lot of nmamilings, and again, we
tal k about an annual registration, so we have an annual upkeep on
certain individuals who are our registration popul ous, but for
general licensees, where we receive the information only once on
transfer reports, on those quarterly reports that conme in from
you to us, that's it, and based on our experience nost recently
as we tried to send out first G.-1, as Cathy referenced it, the
first proposed rule, and then, nost recently, we sent out the
mailing of the final proposed Rule 1 and the proposed -- excuse
me -- the final rule and the proposed Rule 2, in all those
i nstances of nmiling out and as nmuch informati on as we've
collected fromlicensees over the years, we still |ost a nunber
of places to mail to.

So, a taxpayer identification in those cases would
per haps hel p us.

We have Gak Ridge |looking into -- our contractor
| ooking into howto find these individuals. You' ve got letters,
probably, in your offices where we've requested your assistance
for those efforts, where Cak Ridge wasn't able to |ocate these
i ndi vidual s through the normal tracing nethods.

So, there are still going to be a nunber of
i censees that we need to find, and in those kinds of scenarios,
taxpayer 1D might be the one and only thing that we can -- naybe
the nane of the conpany just sinply changed and so forth, but it
m ght be a way of finding an individual who could give us
information to close out the issue.

It seens |ike taxpayer IDis not going over very
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well. That's nmy inpression. But | will say that | will open it
up very carefully before we nove on to sonething el se and j ust
say is there anything el se that would hel p us track individuals
besi des taxpayer |D?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON: We're not going to put a beeper on
every responsi bl e individual

Before we go to the standardi zed report, are there
any other issues related with reporting? El sa brought up one
about what's the definition of the term"repl acenent," and El sa,
maybe -- | don't know enough to explain it. Mybe you could ask
about that.

M. NNMMO | had two questions on repl acenent,
and one is there are a nunber of places where it will say
sonmething like report is not required if the device is
transferred in order to replace -- to obtain a replacenent device
fromthe sane specific licensee, and ny question is, with a
repl acenent device, we nay have a nodel nunber of a device, and
t hat nodel nunber can have different isotopes or, for that sane
nodel nunber, one isotope that has a range of activities.

Say we initially shipped a Mbdel 2201 and it was a
500-mi |l li-curie krypton-85 source and the custonmer says to us we
are going to return that, would you now send us one that is a
1-curie krypton-85 22017

Is that a replacenent that doesn't require
reporting? How identical?

MS. WOODS: You've hit on a couple of issues and
antici pated an agenda item So, yes, we wanted to tal k about

t his.
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M. NNMVO Ckay. That's conming later?

M5. WOODS: No, we can talk about it now.

MR CAMERON: Ch, it isn't conming |later.

MS. WOODS: It's coming later, but you've
described this in such good detail, | would hate to | ose the
opportunity to talk about it now, if that's all right with
everyone.

MR CAMERON: That's fine with ne.

M. WOODS: Ckay.

Essentially, the rule tal ks about replacenent
device, and it's ny understanding fromreading it that, when you
say repl acenent device, in the past -- the discussion here tal ks
about the past and the present intent.

The past intent was that you have a genera

license with a general |icensee for a device, because they
possess that device. |f they replace the device, they still have
the general license, okay? It's not tied to that particular

nodel nunber or that particul ar isotope.

You've hit on an issue that we have with regards
to labeling, and we wanted to bring it up. |If you change the
source, if the nodel is authorized for a range of different
source quantities or source isotope types and you change it and
you don't change the | abel --

M5. NIMMO  You have to change the |abel

MS. WOODS: Right. [If you don't change the | abel
but if you -- you can go back and forth into a registration
conpatibility issue. So, yes, we do have to nake sure that
happens.

Did | answer your question on replacenent devi ce,
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what they were tal king about in the past, that it sticks with a
general licensee, the general |icense stays with the genera
i censee regardl ess of whether or not the device is the exact
same nodel nunber or not.

M. NNMMO So, even if the activity were
different, it would still be considered a replacenent devi ce.

MS. WOODS: It's ny understanding that it would be
so long as it's within the paraneters of the original device.

M5. NNMMO  What if it was a different nodel
nunber ?

MS. WOODS: Then, as |ong as that device was
aut hori zed for those isotopes and quantities, it's considered a
repl acenent device. Even though it's a different nodel nunber
now and it might be --

Go ahead, Doug.

MR, BROADDUS: If | could provide a little bit of

clarification here -- Doug Broaddus again -- fromthe standpoint
of -- you know, we're going to have infornmation that's in our
dat abase, it's going to say what that |icensee has -- nodel

nunber, serial nunber, isotope, activity.

You change the | abel, you change the information
fromwhat we have in the database. So, we don't know what that
| i censee has anynore.

So, if you change the information that's on that
| abel, we need to know that. That's not a repl acenent devi ce.

If you stay within what -- the information that's
on that |abel -- for exanple, we recognize that isotopes -- you
know, radioactive naterial decays. Your |abel says that you have

1 curie of a certain isotope, cobalt-60. It decays down. |It's
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Well, the label, you know, is not always correct
in that standpoint, but the ampunt that was transferred, you
know, was -- that's what it was when it was transferred.

You put a replacenent source in there, so long as
it's not above 1 curie, that's okay. That we're not concerned
about .

M5. NIMMO  New serial nunber.

MR BROADDUS: Well, the source has a new seri al
nunber, not the device, though, unless you use the source for the
serial nunber of the device. In that case, we would need the new
serial nunber.

Now, your replacenent device, as defined in the
regul ations, is you have to tell us what the nodel nunber and the
serial nunber of the device that you're replacing, as well as the
nodel nunber and the serial nunber of the new device.

So, if you were doing that, putting just a new
source in there, and your serial nunber is -- you know, the
serial nunber for the source -- you'll provide that to us as a
repl acenent device, but if you put a different isotope in there,
it's not the sane information that was on the |label, so it's not
a repl acenent device at that point.

M5. NIMMO  What about the custonmer? It says the
custoner shall furnish a report to the director of NRC within 30
days after the transfer of device, and then it says it's not
required if they've obtained a replacenent device.

So, now we've given them a new serial nunber
which is on the | abel, and given thema new set of |abels.

MR, BROADDUS: They woul d have to report that the
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previous one was returned, | nmean as it is witten right now,
because it's different than what we have in our database, it's
different fromwhat you've reported to us previously.

MR, HI CKEY: Could | ask Doug and Cathy to both
stay at the mcrophones, because | don't think we've fully
brought this out.

VWhat we need to explain is what does the statenent
nmean about not having to file a report? What are the
ci rcunst ances under which you do not have to file a report?

MS. HANEY: What we're trying to dois, in the
situation where the vendor is in a position to give us the
i nfornmati on about what he got back -- because he has to include
the information about what he sent out. W' ve added that to the
vendor report, that he has to give us the infornmation about what
he got back that's being replaced, and by replacenent, | think we
mean pretty nmuch anything that's taking its place to do the sane
thi ng and not necessarily the sane nodel.

So, in that case, the same -- the general |icensee
doesn't have to report, but the vendor would have to include it,
because he's sendi ng out a new device, and we're going to include
in that the replacenent, neaning information on the device he
t ook back.

MR, HI CKEY: Let's walk through a specific exanple
for the attendees.

We have in our hands a registration sheet that
identifies a device by nodel nunber and serial nunber. The
general license sends that back to the manufacturer and obtains a
repl acenent device, and so, now the nodel nunber and the serial

nunber on our registration sheet don't natch what the genera
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VWhat is the general licensee's obligation under
t he proposed rul e?

MS. HANEY: |If he happens to be a registrant and
we sent out a formwith different information, he' d have to
update it.

MR HI CKEY: |Is that consistent with what the
propose rul e says about not having to file a report for a
repl acenent device?

M5. HANEY: Yes.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay. Can you walk us through that?

M5. HANEY: Because that's done in the context of
the registration, verifying and updating the information in the
regi stration process.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay. So, the 30-day report would
not be necessary, but the next time the registration cane around,
the registration would have to be updat ed?

MS. HANEY: Right. But for all the devices, the
vendor woul d be updating our information. Wen the genera
licensee gets rid of a device sonme other way, only he can tel
us.

MR, HI CKEY: But that's not a change fromthe
current rule, right?

M5. HANEY: No.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Well, | guess nowthat this
is all clear --

[ Laught er.]

MR, CAMERON: It sounds |ike people were saying

that maybe the NRC needs to nore clearly explain howthis works,
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at a mninmum in the supplenentary information, at |east, to the
final rule.

M. NNMMO It gets kinds of worse

MR, CAMERON. |t gets worse.

M5. NIMMO.  Yeah.

John, the scenario you just described where the
general licensee returns a device and gets a new one to replace
it isn't what | experience and probably not nost of ny
col | eagues.

What happens is they're running and they say
maybe, okay, this source that we're using is getting -- you know,
it's getting weak, we're going to need a replacenent, but they
run until the day they have the replacenent device, and they
install the replacenent device.

So, at the tinme we do the shipnent, we don't have
anything back fromthem and the truth is, getting the device
back is not inmediate and usually takes sone tine.

We, and | suspect sone of the other manufacturers,
chase devices as best we can to try to get themreturned, but it
m ght be six nonths before we see that back

So, we've done sonething that we believe to be a
repl acenent, but until we get the other one back, we don't know
exactly what serial nunber we're going to get back, because it's
not a they send it back, then we send thema new one. It's the
opposite order.

MR, H CKEY: Right. But was your question about
what the obligation was on the vendor or what the obligation was
on the customer?

M. NNMMO Oh. It was twofold. | don't



under stand when the custoner has to report, and then | al so have
a problemw th us saying what we've replaced. It's conplicated,
bot h questi ons.
MR, CAMERON: Let's take a final -- against ny
better judgenent, Doug do you want to chine in on this issue?
MR BROADDUS: There was one other itemthat |

wanted to make sure was brought up.

Because we do have registration -- we have certain

licensees that are going to be subject to registration, keep in
mnd that putting a new i sotope or a new activity source in the
device nmay change their status fromthey' re no | onger subject to
registration to now they are subject to registration or vice
versa, they were subject to registration previously, now they're
not .

So, it's inportant that we know so that we can

regi ster those that should be regi stered, we know the

i nformation, you know, for what the device is and what the device

contains, the isotope and the activity.

Elsa, | had a question for you on your scenario

you just tal ked about.

Did the device that they were replacing -- or that
you were replacing, the one that was still there, that you took
six months -- it took six nmonths to get back -- did it still have

the source init?

M5. NIMVO  Absolutely. W, each year, are taking

back sone hundreds of devices, sone of which are just out-and-out
retirement but nany of which are being replaced, and so, this
isn'"t like a single case. This is a constant fact that we're

sendi ng repl acenent devi ces and then, sone weeks or nonths |ater
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the itemthat got replaced cones back with the source init.

W' re never shipping anything that -- they're not
transferring the source in the field. It's a G device.
MR, BROADDUS: | would say in that situation --

nmean it's really up to the vendor to say how you want that to be
reported, because you're the driving factor in that situation

If the licensee doesn't return it to you, he's got
two generally |icensed devices, and they are then -- at that
poi nt, they have two of them

M5. NIMMO And they've got the storage thing that
ki cks in.

MR, BROADDUS: And you can tell them so |long as
you have that second device, you know, we're going to treat this
as an initial transfer, it's not a replacenent, but you have to
report it to us anyway, whether it's replacenent or not.

The difference is you're reporting it to us as an
initial transfer and then they are required to report it back to
us.

If they don't give it back to you right then and
there or within -- before the next report cones in, it's an
initial transfer. They are required to report back to us that
they got rid of it.

Ms. NIMMO  You know, actually, | think you' ve
sort of hit on the solution, that if we don't have the other one
back, we should treat all of themessentially like initial
transfers.

MR, BROADDUS: And they would be required to nmake
a report back.

M5. NNMMO.  Yeah, | think that's it.



MR, CAMERON: Thank you.
Cat hy, one final coment before we go to

st andardi zed reports?

MS. HANEY: Well, a question, really. Wuld it be

just as easy or easier to report to us everything you get back
all the detailed information, regardl ess of whether you repl aced
it or not?

M5. NIMMO Are you asking like on quarterly
reports?

MS. HANEY: Yes.

Ms. NNMVO That we would tell you what we shi pped

out and what we got back in from NRC sites or sonething.

MS. HANEY: Wyuld that be easier conpared to what

it says now?

MR PATTERSON: That woul dn't be hard.

MS. HANEY: W nay get duplication. |t mght be
easier for you, | don't know.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

Davi d, did you want to say sonething about that?

MR, BENNETT: Quick response to that is that,
nunber one, that's what the proposal says anyway, that the NRC
believes that it should include this additional information in
the quarterly reports.

The thought | had in addition to that is that we
could informthe custoners up front that, if they wish to
transfer the device to another general |icense holder, then they
woul d have to go through the notification requirenments
t hensel ves.

If they wanted to channel it back through the
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vendor, then the vendor would be able to handle all the
paper wor K.

That woul d gi ve encouragenent to the genera
i censee to use the vendor or the manufacturer as that channel
which is what | would prefer.

So, you give the custoner the option. |If you want
to transfer your ownership to another conpany or whatever, you
can notify themof that transfer or allow the vendor to.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Is this an issue that can be dealt with under the
st andardi zed report al so?

Ral ph, go ahead. | want to nake sure everybody

gets a chance on this.

MR HEYER | was trying to understand what David
was saying, that | always thought -- and if I"'mwong -- |'ve
been wrong before -- that a general |icensee cannot transfer a
general license device wthout being re-distributed by sonmeone

who is specifically |licensed.

MR BENNETT: No, that's not true.

MR, CAMERON: Does anybody fromthe NRC want to
offer an opinion on this to the extent that we understand --

MR, HI CKEY: Well, let ne just ask, are you
tal ki ng about the narrow cases of they remain in the sane
bui | di ng or sonet hi ng?

MR BENNETT: Yeah

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

MR BENNETT: Sane | ocation

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Chris, quick conment?
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MR FITZ: | just wanted clarification on that.
Was it to a new | ocation?

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. So, you've got that.

Candy?

MS. BROCK: What happens in instances where a
custonmer sends a generally |icensed gauge back to sonmeone ot her
than the nmanufacturer? W as a vendor get sources back from --
we get TN sources, we get Ronan sources, we get conpetitor
sour ces.

How woul d we know if that was on a general |icense
report, and we now put it on ours? |Is the burden on us, or is
the burden on the end user?

MR, CAMERON: Any opinions on that?

MR, HEYER At the risk of opening nmy nmouth again,
it's ny understandi ng that another conpany can't do a
redi stribution of another manufacturer's device.

MR, HI CKEY: | think she's tal king about the case
where the custoner disposes of it by transferring it to another
manuf act urer.

MR, HEYER  Then it's di sposed.

MR HI CKEY: So, the -- | think the burden there
is on the custoner that got rid of it, reports to NRC that they
got rid of it.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MS. WOODS: It would be a transfer report fromthe
general licensee. |If it was a registration |icensee, for
exanpl e, they would be indicating that it would be for the
pur poses of disposal or final disposition

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.



Suzanne, do you want to talk a little bit about
standardi zed reports for us?

MS. WOODS: W are putting out a draft NUREG
licensing guidance, and in that, there is a draft transfer form
and this is what it |ooks Iike.

We'd like to knowif it's clear to use, the
content is the type of content that you're confortable with, and
ways to nake the formeasier to use and adapt, because it is our
goal to have everyone use this as a standardi zed report.

W' ve tal ked with the agreenment states during an
agreenment state workshop this sumer, and it appears to us that
not only using this form-- could it be used for the agreenent
state reporting and would nmeet with their requirenents but it
woul d also facilitate our efforts that we could have a
standardi zed way to process these things.

W' ve tal ked about a general |icense tracking
system an automated system We've set it up now for OCR which
is an autonated forns processing and readi ng and scanni ng and
data entry into the database, but it's going to be set up for
regi stration forns.

It would be nice to be able to do the sane thing
for the transfer reports, quarterly and annual reports that cone
fromyou

Standardi zing this formneans that we don't have
manual entry of the data that conmes fromyou

So, we are interested in naking this as
user-friendly to as possible, and we'd |ike to hear how we can do
that, and the NUREG is proposed to be used not only by you by

al so by general |icensees.
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So, one of the questions related to this is not
only, one, is it user-friendly to you and how can we make it so,
but also to general licensees. |In fact, should it be a separate
formfor thenf

And then | will have a specific question once
we've talked a little bit about this, and that's with regards to
i nternedi ate persons. Did we put enough bl anks on here?

MR, CAMERON: Let ne ask a process question for
t he group.

Unfortunately, | don't think we had hand-outs of
this form but it sort of underlines the issue of are people
going to be able to coment on this formin sone other forum
either as a part of this rule-naking or because the NUREG wi Il be
out for comment or whatever?

In other words, is there -- can they -- people sit
down and study this at sone point and give us their conments on
it?

M5. WOODS: Yes. The draft formwll be in the
draft gui dance sent out for conment. However, we are devel opi ng
this conputer systemas we speak. So, the tine delays woul d not
allow us to neet that.

W can do it as a future nodification, but we are
interested in knowing if this is even a usable type of scenario.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. So, the general question is,
i s standardi zed reporting a good idea?

M ke, do you have a quick conment right now on
this, to aid in people's understandi ng?

MR, RADDATZ: Yes, | do, and | have a way to focus

it, just to give you an idea of what we're |ooking for
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VWhat if -- this is a proposal now, just for
di scussi on.

What if that formwere available in three
different fornms -- or four different formats, one that you could
just print out because you got it out of the back of one of our
books; a second is you can downl oad the PDF, you know, format off
the net; third, | supply you with a Wrd Perfect or a Wrd
tenplate that you could downl oad and fill out.

Qur goal is to get the infornmation in a clear
concise format that we can easily scan, and at this point, sone
of you have heard the discussions that we're going to be
paper-based to start, and then we're going to evolve fromthere.

W need to be able to get it so that it scans in
qui ckly and easily and we keep our costs down.

That's what | would like to throw out as a
proposal, four different formats. You could copy it, you can
downl oad the PDF, or you could downl oad a Wrd Perfect/Wrd
tenplate that allows you just to fill it out.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. That's useful. Thank you.

And |l et's consider both issues here.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. Absolutely, positively, as quickly

as you can get to electronic input. Absolutely, positively

provide it as a Wrd Perfect or Wrd tenplate. | do not want ny
people to have to sit down at a typewiter and fill this dam
t hi ng out.

MR, CAMERON: And the "dam thing" for the
transcript's sake was the --

[ Laught er.]



MR RADDATZ: Ch, there is some enotion here
kay.

[ Laughter.]

MS. WOODS: The intent would be to provide it
electronically, in a format that we have already established for
scanni ng.

MR, CAMERON: Maybe bei ng agai nst standardi zed
reporting is |ike being agai nst not herhood, but are there any
negative inplications that people can see from standardi zed
reports? Any concerns along those line? Maybe that's a way to
start.

El sa, and then we'll go to John

M5. NNMMO | think probably any fornmat that you
give us, if you give us tinme, we can use that format, any
electronic format, but if you give it to us and say, okay, within
the next quarter, it nust be done in a format, we m ght have sone
difficulty nmeeting that.

You need sone lead tine to convert -- many of us
have conputer-based systens that spill out our annual report or
quarterly reports, and we do other things but just not overnight.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. The ot her comment that | thought
of after | made that first enotional comment is also get the

states to accept the sanme report.

MS. WOODS: W' ve discussed it with them and it's

-- they like the idea of a standardi zed report, as well.

MR CAMERON: And | know the State of Illinois can

see the chart, but do you guys have any comments on standardi zed
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reporting?

MR CLINGCER No. Sorry.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

So, we heard -- one concern is lead tine. There
has to be lead tinme, and people will need sone tine to | ook over
the specific information fields and coment on it.

M ke.

MR, RADDATZ: One nore question. This is fromny
el ectronics people that are going to be inplenmenting this. |'m
| ooking for a consensus. Do all of you have access to the
internet, or is there anyone here that does not have access?

[ No response.]

MR, RADDATZ: Cenerally, would you consider that

all vendors generally have access? Is that a fair statenent?

Thank you.

MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Ceor ge

MR BROM: In looking at this form this is the
formwe would fill out for the quarterly reports?

M5, WOCDS:  Yes.

MR, BROMN: So, we would need one piece of paper
for every licensee?

MS. WOODS: Yes. There's two there, but you'd
have one piece of paper like that. You' d have to use nultiple
sheets of paper.

MR, BROMN:. The people that you didn't ship
anything -- you still have to notify? States require you to
notify themthat you did not -- for this quarter, we didn't ship

any gauges.
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MR, BROADDUS: The formright now provides two
pl aces for -- where you can indicate transfers to two different
general licensees, basically. That's what it allows for.

You could al so use the sanme formand just wite on
it no transfers if you wanted to do that.

| don't believe there's any particular place on
there where there's a spot for it, but you could, in fact, just
send it in and just indicate, you know, no transfers this period,
because you still have the reporting period, still have your
i nfornmati on that you have to provide, the |icense nunber, and
then your name, just wite across there "none" or sonething |ike
that. But the reports, yes, are required to us as well as to
your state as to whether you did or did not report any. So, you
woul d have to send one of those fornms in or something to us every
nmonth -- or every quarter, |'msorry.

MR BROM: If that's the case, there ought to be
somepl ace on there that says who the report's being sent to. |
didn't see that.

MR BROADDUS: Well, we |ooked at it nore as a
generic -- you would put that on -- you know, on the envel ope you
put on it or sonething, you know, that you put it in, basically.

If it becones a -- sonething where, through the
internet, you can do the filing, as well, then you'd be sending
it directly to the person that you're making the filing with.

Again, it is generic in nature, so that it can be
used by anybody, used by anybody, and it can be sent to any
regul atory jurisdiction.

MR, CAMERON: | guess anot her process question for

t he group, since you probably need to spend sone tine | ooking at



those fields, | nean actually trying to fill it out, are conmrents
going to be taken on the NUREG before the final rule is
devel oped?

MR. BROADDUS: No.

MR, CAMERON: No. Ckay. It's not necessarily
bad. It's just how nuch of a connection there is between what's
in the proposed rule and this form Al right.

Davi d?

MR, BENNETT: | was just concerned that right now
| generate naybe 52 pages of information, and |'mgoing to be
going to three to four hundred pages. |'mnot too crazy about
t hat .

MR, CAMERON: Does this increase the reporting
burden on the vendor?

M5. WOODS: Yes. That's one of the issues |
want ed to highlight.

MR, CAMERON: | know you have sone ot her things
that you want to tal k about, Suzanne. So, let's hear Jonathan
and why don't you go back to your specifics?

Jonat han?

MR FORTKAMP: Just one comment on the formin

gener al

If it's supposed to be generic enough that genera
i censees can use this, as well, tone it's -- this is nore of a
-- just a critical cooment on it -- it's not clear if the devices

are coming to or fromor who they're going to.
It ought to be nore delineated as who's the report
by, devices returned fromgeneral |icensee to vendor, because the

term"transfer" is used a lot, but that goes both ways.
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Just a comment on that. And it does increase the
burden on us.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

| assunme -- again, another process question for
the staff -- that this formwll need to be evaluated from sone
sort of an estinmated reporting burden standpoint to try to get a
handl e on what the reporting burden is.

M ke, you look |ike you're shaking your head yes.

MR, RADDATZ: The answer is yes. Anytine we
request information, the burden -- although a lot of this has
al ready been done.

VWhat we're looking for, what would be hel pful is
suggestions for -- you know what you've been reporting, you
under stand, hopefully, by now, what we're trying to do with the
intent, not just what we've said but the intent of what we're
trying to do -- a suggestion for how that information could best
be transferred is what we're trying to achi eve here.

We put this up for discussion purposes, to say, in
a paper-based system here's the type of infornation we're
| ooki ng for.

We know you have a lot of material to do, but we
have a certain responsibility, we're trying to find a faster way
to do it that does not -- well, you're going to have sone burden
that's reality, but that decreases the burden as much as possible
and, at the sane time, increases the likelihood that the
informati on we get is correct and, you know, is quality
i nformation.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, M ke.

Before we go to G en out here and then back to the

166



tabl e, Suzanne, did you want to add anything at this point?

MS. WOODS: |'m hearing about the page nunbers,
and that was one issue we had discussed as the staff, as well.

Is it possible that we should wait until it can
all be done electronically, until the NRC accepts electronic
signature? 1Is it possible? I'mtrying to open up the
di scussion. Wat is possible? If this isn't going to work, how
can we change this to nake it work?

MR, BENNETT: | think that, as long as you go by
what the proposal states, a formwll be provided for us in
maki ng these reports, however the use of the formwould not be
required, as long as the report is clear and includes all the
required information. That would do it for ne.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

MR, HI CKEY: | just wanted to comment that, if the
nunber -- first of all, we shouldn't focus on what that form
| ooks like, because again, we're going to go to electronic forns
where nobody is actually going to see anything other than a
conput er screen.

I f the nunber of pages is because we're requiring
you to provide nore data, then there's nothing we can do about
that, but eventually you'll be submitting zero pages but you'l
be submitting an electronic report, and it will take sonebody
nore tine to enter in nore data.

If it's just a question of we laid the formout so
it takes nore pages for the same anount of data, then yes, your
point is well taken. Qur intent is to get the data, not how many
pages it takes to print it out.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Let's goto den and then to
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John and then over to the gentlenman from Safety Light.

d en?

MR GOTSCHALL: den CGotschall fromETG  Just
anot her conment .

Looking at one field there, it says check if
repl acenent. Typically, the units that we get back are sent back
for repair, and we repair those units by replacing sone sieve
filter elements and return it with the same source back to the
same custoner. So, in those cases, in the next quarterly report,
you'll see that we're sending the sane serial nunber again to the
same person, and this nay happen two or three tines.

So, in the past, | have no way of knowing if that
custonmer had notified you that they had sent it back to us.
There's no field up there for check if repair, sonething like
t hat .

MS. WOODS: That's a good point.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. Is this tinme to ask specific
guesti ons about that forn®

MS. WOODS: Yes, and | al so wanted to enphasi ze
that we recognize it is a voluntary, but we want to make it as

user-friendly as possible so that there is an incentive for you

to use it.

MR, PATTERSON. Candy and | were sitting here
trying to fill it out. Type of device and, in case of
repl acenent, provide the follow ng for devices received -- would

you explain those two fields to us?

MS. WOODS: |'mgoing to defer to Doug and Cathy
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on this. They worked on the form
MR, BROADDUS: Type of device is consistent with

the principle use code that's on the registration certificates.

So, it would be -- like if it's a self-lunmnous light, it would
be -- the code, | believe, for that is "W.

Fi xed gauge -- fixed ganma gauge -- for fixed beta
gauges are "D' and "E'. So, | nean that's the type of device.

You could either wite it in as what it is called
-- | mean typically when you send themto us, you say, you know,
we transferred a ganmma -- an Chnart nodel so-and-so gama gauge
to so-and-so, and that's the type of device.

That could be -- it's generic, and you could
provide that to us.

As for in case of replacenents, what they're
saying there is -- you've got to go back up to the top. The rule
requires that you tell us the type of device, the nodel nunber,
and the serial nunber of the one that you're replacing, so that
it's referring to the headi ngs above that, the one that you're
repl aci ng.

However, the problemis there's only space
provi ded there, so --

MR, PATTERSON. | didn't understand either of your
expl anations, and all of us on this side of the table don't know
what you neant by device type

MR, HI CKEY: The type of device is the shorthand
termfor the device -- gauge, self-lum nous exit sign

MR, PATTERSON. Onh, okay.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

The repl acenent information is -- the general term
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and the nodel nunber and the serial nunber. What do we want on
t he repl acenent information?

MR BROADDUS: There's a line there, and above
that, the line, is the heading. It says type of device, nodel
nunber, serial nunber.

What it's saying is, for replacenent devices, ones
that you are replacing, you have to tell us the type of device
that you're replacing, the nodel nunber and the serial nunber
that you're replacing. That's what's in the rule.

The rul e says you have to tell us the type, nodel
nunber, and serial nunber of what you're replacing.

So, it's referring back to the headi ngs above
that. |It's saying provide that infornation.

MR, CAMERON: Can | nake a process suggestion or
ask a question of John and the staff?

Is it possible to give people a copy of this form
before they leave, and is it possible or is it valuable for you
guys if they took the time to look at it and e-nmailed in
guestions or coments on it at this point?

Because | assune that the NUREG probably has
expl anations of what these fields are, and it's a little bit
unwi el dy to go through the explanation of all of that, and
think it's useful that you get an idea from people about what is
needed here, but I'mnot sure that we're really using our tine
nost efficiently by discussing what are in the fields.

And John, "Il ask you. |s there sone further
process that could be gone through on this fornf?

MR HI CKEY: Well, let me check, and we can -- we

have infornmati on on who's here, and we could get the formto them
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separately.

This thing is a work in progress, and we haven't
announced it in the Federal Register, so I'mreluctant to say how
we're going to handle it right off, shoot fromthe hip.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

M ke?

MR, RADDATZ: Wiat we really could use comments on
is not the formitself but on what the content of the form should
have, based on the information that you have, because possibly,
possibly it may be easier for you to download a sinple ASCII file
of the information that you woul d be putting in your quarterly
transfer report, sending that to us, and we can just put that
into our database directly, easier for you, easier for us, but
the infornmation that we need is not what you see there but an
i dea of what you have and what you would currently be getting.

Don't focus on this but focus on the intent of the
rule. Here is the information we think you should have. W
could use that in a comment.

MR, HARMON. This is Larry Harnon from Safety
Li ght.

I think Mke m ght have answered sone of ny
guesti ons.

| think it's good that there's a standardi zed form
that we could transfer the stuff over the web. W do now
probably about 350 pages of quarterly reports every quarter. So,
it would greatly increase ours.

VWhat we're in the process of doing, however, is
havi ng our database -- we have an order entry system of course,

where custoner and curies and all the other kind of stuff gets
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put into our shipping docunents now, and we're trying to pul
themout by witing another programthat we can put themin, so
don't have to have a girl typing themall the tine.

If we could sonmehow -- and | don't have ny
i nfornmati on guide here and | don't know if it can be done, but
what |'d like to do is be able to use that form if | could, be
able to nodify it, to be able to grab information off of a couple
different other places in ny systemthat fill in that infornmation
automatically, so we don't have to type it in. That's the only
thing I'mconcerned with.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thank you. That supports
el ectroni c.

| think that there is a Iot of support for the
concept, but there needs to be nore infornmation in terns of
meani ngf ul conmment .

Let's finish this off so that we can take a break,
and then we can nove on to the next topic.

Jonat han? And then we'll go to Suzanne.

MR, FORTKAMP: Just real quickly, and perhaps this
i s what everyone's saying, but | just wanted to make it clear
that | agree with the way the proposed rule reads, that a form be
provided but that as long as the information is in a legible
format ot herw se, because | know a | ot of us have databases, and
instead of trying to match these databases to a particular form
that we can just spit out the sane information in a clear and
legible form just nmake that clear, though

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks.

Suzanne, anything else that you want to elicit on

t he standardi zed form i ssue?



MS. WOODS: Wth regards to coment on this and
getting it before it goes out in draft, the necessary itens that
we are interested in addressing today are those things that we're
going to have to incorporate in our systemas it's being
devel oped now.

Q her than that, this formcan wait. Your input
can be used, to the extent possible, before it goes out in draft,
and thereafter, as it finalized, but it my be okay to just wait
for your coments until this is actually out for draft public
conment, with the exception of one issue, the nunber of
i nt ernedi at e persons.

W were going to bring this up here because we
actual |y have one blank here, but it's conme to our attention that
the nunbers of internedi ate persons can be quite lengthy. W
need to be able to programour database to handl e those nunbers.

For exanple, a recent scenario is the vendor
provi ded conpany X with a device, conpany X provided that device
to a general licensee for the purposes of denonstration for a
period of a few nonths, and the device was returned back to the
di stributor.

It can be redistributed again. 1t could have been
returned back to conmpany X and sent out as a deno for sonebody
el se.

There are electrical contractors who have nunbers
of these and are internediates.

There's a nunber of internmedi ates. How nany
should we plan for, quite frankly? Wat is your sense of how
many we should plan for in our database? W wanted to get a fee

for that today.
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MR, CAMERON: All right. | guess the answer is
bet ween one and --

M5. WOODS: Is it typically, you know, five or
| ess? Ten or |ess?

MR CAMERON:  Chris?

MR FITZ: Once we transfer that device to --
whet her it's an OEM a custoner that's going to be using it for a
short period of time, how do we keep track of where it's going,
and are we responsible for reporting that? It sounds like that's
what you're reconmendi ng, or am| nissing that?

MS. WOODS: Well, there are internediate persons
and then there are final end users, and both of them are genera
licensees to be reported to us. | guess it sounds |like there
m ght be an issue. |Is that clear? But that's sonething we could
handl e after the break

And then what nunbers of internedi ate persons
should we plan for?

MR, CAMERON: John, M ke, do you want to add
anything to this conversation?

MR, HICKEY: Well, ny interest is not what happens
after it reaches an end user, but I'minterested in knowi ng how
often it's going to happen that there's going to be nore then one
or two internediate users at the tine you file the quarterly
report.

At the tinme you file the quarterly report, you're
goi ng to have to know who the end users are and how nmany
i nternedi ate users there are, and I'minterested in know ng how
often it's going to be nore than one or two people, nore than one

or two internedi ates.



MR, CAMERON: That may help to know that.

Anybody want to offer any opinions fromtheir
experi ences about -- is that a rare event?

Ceor ge?

MR BROMN: Well, it's not uncommon to have an
i nternedi ate user, and if you wanted a nunber, | would probably
say two. It's common to have one and not totally unreasonable to
have two. | don't renenber nany cases that we ever got to three

That's a lot of shuffling around, and sonebody in
there is a redistribution -- in ny opinion, would end up being
nore of a redistribution, which wouldn't require a specific
l'i cense.

For instance, we sell a lot of things to Measurex,
and they redistribute them but we transfer themto themas a
Iicensee, and they do the quarterly reports.

So, froma lot of things the manufacturer does,
think two woul d be a good nunber, if you want a nunber.

MR, CAMERON: Any ot her opinions around the table?

Jonat han?

MR, FORTKAMP: | guess ny conment in nore on the
terminternedi ate user. These individuals are not really users
of the device in the typical sense of a user of the genera
licensed device. | nean we tal k about an end user as the person
who actually uses the nmaterial.

MR, HI CKEY: You're correct. |'msure George is
tal ki ng about what's comon is there is a construction conpany
that's building the building or renodeling the building for a
tenant, so they are the ones that actually initially take

possessi on of the devi ce.
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So, they don't use it, but they're responsible for
it. That's what we nean by an internedi ate possessor

MR, CAMERON: Is it clear to everybody what John's
expl anati on was about what we nean by internediate user?

MS. WOODS: The termis actually internediate
per son.

MR, CAMERON: Internedi ate person. GCkay. W
heard that two m ght be a pretty good rule of thunb on this.
Anybody di sagree with that or have wildly different experiences
in terms of nunbers?

MR, HARMON. This is Larry Harnmon from Safety
Li ght.

We probably have three to four peopl e probably
touching the sign before it actually get installed. W have a
person that buys it fromus, we then ship it to -- sonetines to a
di stributor, who then takes it to a contractor, who we often
don't know -- in fact, we never know who the contractor is. W
ship it -- they ship it to the end user, the end user that's on
our report. So, we have three or four internediaries there that
-- | don't know how far you're going to go with this.

MR, CAMERON: |s that unique to your particular --

MR HARMON: Yeah, it is.

MR, CAMERON: -- business? Ckay.

MR HARMON: To the self-Ium nous business.

MR, CAMERON: All right. Thank you.

Let's have a comment from M ke, and | think we'l
take a break.

MR RADDATZ: |'d like to close out the discussion

of the formand give you what our feelings are.
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One, we're trying to keep this as cost-efficient
as possible. Utimtely, you know, the user field is going to be
payi ng the cost for us to do this. So, our thoughts are that
we' Il either have a standardi zed formor a standardized fornat
that you coul d downl oad your databases into.

Any of your people -- your database peopl e can
you know, parse it into a specific report format, you know, put
it inan ASCII file, and either send us the disk or send us --
you know, e-mail it, or however we end up doing it.

If you have comments or suggestions, you don't
like that, do like that, we need to know, but that's basically
what we have right now |It's either going to be a standardi zed
pi ece of paper or a standardized fornat to downl oad your

dat abases i nto.

We seek comments on that approach. |[|f you have a

third, we'd like to hear it, but those are the two that we can
t hi nk of .
MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

Let's take a break to a little bit after 3:30 and

cone back and get the conpliance issues, and | know sone peopl e
have airpl anes, whatever, to catch. So, we're going to try to
get you out of here right around five o' clock today.

So, see you in about 15 minutes.

[ Recess. ]

MR, CAMERON: Let ne cover just quickly a couple
of things.

I think we have addressed every issue on the
paddock. W have a new one here.

One point that | just wanted to make for the NRC

177



178

staff and the agreenent state fol ks was the suggestion that John
Patterson had earlier, where -- when we were tal king about

consi stency, lack of notification of new state requirenents, and
all this, that John was suggesting that maybe there woul d be a
benefit if the NRC, the agreenment states, at |east a good
representation of themfromthe Organi zati on of Agreenent States
or whatever, conpanies, sat down for a day to just discuss sone
of these issues, not necessarily related to this rul e-naking but
the whol e idea of uniformty.

So, I'lIl just put John's idea on the table for you
for some consideration.

Suzanne, agreenent state conpatibility -- we have
tal ked about that, but now we want to focus on the timng of that
under conpliance, and if you could just briefly tell us what the
issue is here with tining

MS. WOODS: Specifically, agreenent states and
their timng of when they actually cone into conpatibility with
new requi rements is specified under a particular directive that
NRC has, and there is a tine gap between the tine in which NRC
puts in place its rules and regulations that go into effect and
that tinme del ay between then and when agreenent states will then
put into effect the same requirenments or those at the appropriate
conmpatibility |evel

In this case, with you, vendors, conpatibility
I evel B requirenents will be delayed for agreenent state vendors
to follow in accordance with agreenent state requirenents, and
that tinme delay between NRC i nplenenting it and requiring it of
the vendors in NRC states and the vendors in agreenent states and

the vendors requiring it is going to be significant.
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VWhat we're going to ask you to do is to vol unteer
to provide that information to fill in that tinme gap. There's
quite a nunber of benefits for everyone here to gain from doi ng
t hat .

Specifically, it will facilitate NRC genera
i censee conpliance.

It will better assure that the information that we
print out of our systemonto a registration formand send to them
is accurate in the sense that it will have filled in those
bl anks, we won't be giving you as nany phone calls, and so forth.

It will be less calls not only to you but to us,
as well, and the sanme information that you would put on this form
or provide to us during that time period, you could go ahead and
provide to the agreenent states and still neet their
requi renents.

So, providing it early doesn't |ose you anyt hi ng
but does gain sonething for you, and it certainly does gain
sonmething for us. It better assures that our NRC |licensees are
in conpliance with our requirenents.

An exanple of the kind of information |I'mtalking
about is responsible individual, serial nunbers and nodel nunbers
of the devices, |location of use, and associ ated addresses, as
we' ve di scussed today.

Wth that, 1'd like to go ahead and open it up
and the paddock issue is the next subtopic on this category of
conmpatibility.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Great.

First of all, do you all understand or does

anybody have any questions about what Suzanne just expl ained, the
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agreenent state conpatibility time lag and what the NRC is asking
of you in ternms of conplying with the rule, those of you who are
in agreenent states?

I"mnot sure how that works, but are there any
guesti ons about that?

El sa?

Ms. NNMVO | think nost of us, expecting our
agreenent states to adopt it, would be noving towards that as
qui ckly as we could, of course hoping that they adopt identical
| anguage.

MS. WOODS: At the conpatibility level B, they
woul d have to not necessarily adopt identical |anguage, but it
woul d be explicit that they do have to be -- how does the wordi ng
go? -- as restricted.

M5. NIMMO.  Yeah, but we've been -- the
requi renents for manufacturers -- oh, yes, excuse ne --
requi renents for manufacturers are conpatibility |evel B.

MR, CAMERON:  And just keep in mnd, though, this
is a proposed --

MS. WOODS: Essentially identical.

MR, CAMERON: -- and the comments that you've
provi ded, plus the witten conmments, on conpatibility levels will
be consi der ed.

So, they won't necessarily be the sane after the

staff --

M5. WOCDS: Correct.

MR, CAMERON: But | guess the main point is --
that Elsa is making -- is that the vendor see sone -- there's

some incentives to trying to conme into conpliance as soon as
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possi bl e.

M5. NNMVO That's ny personal remark. O her
vendors might not -- they mght want to wait and see what their
particul ar agreenment state adopts. M guess is we would just
sort of nmove in that direction as quickly as we coul d.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Well, let's get sone other
f eedback from people around the table.

Kate, do you have any opi nions on that?

MS. ROUGHAN: Well, we'd probably nove ahead as
soon as possible, too, once the NRC adopted the regs. W have
three years for the State of Massachusetts, but they tend to
follow very closely NRC anyway. So, we would start going that
way, nmake it as standardi zed as quickly as possible.

MR, CAMERON: Does anybody el se want to express an
opi nion and, again, take the caveat that Elsa offered to heart,
that this is a opinion of a particular person for a particular
conpany. W don't know what the vendor community generally wll
thi nk about it.

MS. WOODS: Again, also, the words | was | ooking
for and escaped ne were "essentially identical" for conpatibility
| evel B, so they would have essentially identical requirenents.

That nmeans the type of information that we're
asking you woul d be the sane type of information they would be
requesting. So, whether they request nore information is up to
t hem

MR, CAMERON: | should al so ask the agreenent
state representative who's on the line what their feelings are
about the vendors in agreenent states voluntarily noving to

conply with the NRC requirenents before the state -- a state has
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its regulations in place. Are there any problens with that?

MR CLINGER | don't know. |'d have to talk to
our licensing section about that. | probably shouldn't speak for
them Probably not, but certainly wouldn't want to twi st their
arns very hard, because you know, it's a new requirenent, and to
ask themto do it on sone kind of accelerated basis -- you
typically try not to do that to them

MR, CAMERON: That's an interesting issue, |
t hi nk, about what the agreenent states think and whether there is
any val ue to agreenment state discussions with the vendors in
their state on inplenmentation, inmediate inplenentation.

MR, CLINGER Could |I say sonething el se?

VR, CAMERON.  Sure.

MR, CLINGER W comented on the proposed rule
already, and | think, on this issue, we said that we didn't think
that the infornmation, although very desirable, is absolutely
necessary to running a registration program |In other words, we
couldn't see the need for urgency in it beyond -- ahead of the
normal three-year inplenentation period.

MR, CAMERON: Well, that's a point that we should
put before the group, too. |Is there a need for urgency in terns
of the registration progranf

MR HICKEY: | don't know if | would use the word
"urgency."

| think that it could run into problens with
custonmers if they start running into conpliance problens, if
their suppliers are in agreenent states and the suppliers aren't
doing -- are not out ahead of the agreenment state, the custoners

could run into problens and start conplaining to the vendors
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about it.

MR CAMERON: John, comments on this or another
i ssue?

MR, PATTERSON. | don't know exactly -- this is
nore a logic problemin nmy mind, and it's a conpetitive issue if
it cones out the wong way.

A vendor resides in an agreenment state and
di stributes according to the agreenent state's regulations. [|I'm
inthe NRC state. |'ve got to do it tonorrow. He has got three
years before he's going to send out notification to you so you
can license, register the device in an NRC state

The end user is in an NRC state. [|'min an NRC
state. The other conpany's in an agreenent state. That end user
-- when does he start paying the fee?

MR, HI CKEY: He'll have to start paying the fee at
the sane tine. The information we need to find out if they need
to be registered is already required to be submtted to us.
There's just a few other things | think we're adding, |ike do we
require -- maybe Cathy knows.

Do we require the responsible individual now or
t he internedi ate peopl e now?

MS. HANEY: Internedi ate people are already
required. W ask for a contact nane only right now. The new
rule woul d be a responsibl e individual and phone nunber, and
we' ve al so added serial nunber.

MR, HI CKEY: So, we're already getting the
essential information, and everybody will have to pay the fee at
the same tine.

MR, PATTERSON. So, the registration will cone
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into effect --

MR, HI CKEY: -- for everybody.

MR PATTERSON: -- in the NRC state. The end user
in an agreenent state may not have to pay a registration fee
until that state beconmes in conpliance.

MR H CKEY: Right. And the state nmay never
require it, and the state nay not allow general |icensees to
exist at all.

MR, PATTERSON. Yeah, but that's going to be the
same regardl ess of where the device is sourced from

MR HI CKEY: Correct.

MR, BROADDUS: Can | nake a point of
clarification?

One of the itens that we haven't asked for
previously was serial nunber.

We are now asking for that, and when we register
we will be registering and sending out information to those that
are -- when we request registration, we'll be sending out
information to the general |icensees saying, you know, we
under stand you have nodel nunber so-and-so, serial nunber
so-and-so, and they have to provide that back to us, you know,
provi de back to us whether they have that or not and verify it.

If we're not getting the serial nunbers, then
we're just going to have to say we understand you have 20 of
t hese devices, and they nmay or nmay not.

So, it beconmes -- it reduces the accountability
that we have for the devices by not having i mediate
conmpatibility.

We don't have that accountability for individua
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devices. W only have the nunber of devices that we think they
have, and what ever they cone back to us and tell us is what we
have to -- it reduces our ability to register as well as keep
accountability for individual devices.

MR, CAMERON. Suzanne?

den, did you have a question before we -- maybe
we should explore this source serial nunbers, but den, did you
have a coment, and if you did, please step to the mke. No.
Al right.

Suzanne, do you want to tal k about source serial
nunber s?

MS. WOODS: The paddock issue. kay.

Before we go to that, let ne just -- you descri bed
one scenari o where you're an NRC |icensee, specific licensee in
an NRC state, and you have an NRC |icensee, general |icensee that
you're distributing to, and you raised the i ssue of are you now
in a conpetitive issue with an agreenent state |icensee, specific
Iicensee who is -- does not have to require -- is not required to
conply with NRC requirenents but, rather, the agreenent state
requi renents and that agreenent state doesn't have to cone into
conpatibility for quite sonme tinme, until after NRC s |icensees
have to go ahead and inplenent the rule. $So, you see a disparity
intine, and you're asking is there a question of conpetition

What we see is the issue -- and | tried to elicit
this at the beginning, was we see that NRC |icensee getting their
registration form

If they are your custoner, they're going to have
that formfilled out conpletely for themand they're not going to

be calling you, and they're just going to sign it and send it
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back to us.

However, if that licensee is a customer of an
agreenent state licensee and that agreenent state |licensee has
not volunteered to provide and neet with the NRC tim ng of
i mpl enentation for the rule, then their custonmer, NRC custoner,

NRC general |icensee custoner receives a general license -- or a
registration formw th blanks in it, and do nost general |icenses
who have two different types of nunbers on their device know

whi ch one's which? | don't know.

Are they going to fill it out properly? Are they
going to likely call you for assistance on it if you're the
agreenent state vendor? |If they receive infornation that is
conpletely inaccurate, they nmight ask you how did NRC get this
i nformation.

So, there are certainly sonme issues here that we
were raising to your attention in the Iight of asking for
voluntary early participation with the timng of inplenentation
of NRC on this particular rule.

MR, CAMERON: John, do you want to conment on
t hat ?

Suzanne has followed up on a good point here about
at least -- is it clear howthis regulatory framework woul d work
bet ween vendors who are in agreenment states transferring to Gs
in different types of jurisdictions, and is there any confusion
about that that we should straighten out so that you people
understand it before you file witten coments?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

W're going to go on to the next --



MS. WOODS: Right. There's another sub-issue with
conpliance, and I'Il run down this really quick, and then I'm
goi ng to open the paddock issue, because | think that's going to
be nore discussion. These are issues we wanted to highlight to

your attention.

The source and | abel changing -- these are
hi ghl i ght s.

Changi ng |l abels at the tine of the source change
to facilitate a general |icense conpliance with the registration

-- if, for exanple, you have a particular device that you change
the -- it's authorized for two different isotopes and you' ve
changed the isotope or you've changed the quantity of the source,
if that puts a person in or out of registration space, we need to
know t hat infornmation and so does the potential registrant.

Label s with sources -- with source infornmation
will assist the general licensee with that conpliance
i nformation.

We're not requiring that you put source
information on the label, but it certainly allows themto know
what it is they' ve got and whether or not they have to register
and neet our registration requirenents.

Al so, we wanted to highlight that, in the proposed
rule, the tineframe for changing | abel s on devices, these
permanent | abels, is one year, and finally, there is a need to
change the label or the general l|icense description that appears
on the label if the device is noved to a specific license.

It is possible that, under this rule, if a
licensee is both a specific licensee and has a generally |icensed

device, they see a fee attached to both, they nay nove their
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general license to the specific license, in which case there was
a label on there that declares this is a generally |icensed
devi ce and you have to neet the requirenents and so forth. So,
that | abel would have to be changed.

John Patterson brought up a particular issue with
regards to source serial nunbers, and |'ve hit sonewhat on that
issue, so I'll defer to himfor the renainder

MR, PATTERSON. | just nade the statenent that,
you know, with nost of our devices, the device has a serial
nunmber. In our databases, | think nost of us have the source
serial nunbers, as well, and that's probably information you guys
ought to have.

You know, | said, the the risk of sticking out ny
neck and of fendi ng sonebody -- so, anybody el se who wants to
conment on that -- | nean, for us, it would not be a big deal. |
don't know about the rest of the vendors.

M5. WOODS: So, in other words, besides the serial
nunber and the nodel nunber on the device that we're asking for
now i n the proposed rule, we would have a serial nunber for the
source, as well

Now, that's a good thing in the sense that, if we
find just the source, we certainly can find who owns it. So, it
is a benefit.

VWhat are you feelings on that issue? Wat's your
i nsi ght?

MR, CAMERON: W're going to go to -- CGeorge Brown
has an issue that we're going to get to.

Kate, why don't you tell us what's on your mnd,

and then we'll go to --



189

M5. ROUGHAN: | had a comment sonewhat rel ated,
but you're tal king about changing the labeling. A lot of these
devi ces and source holders or source assenblies are registered
under a seal ed source and device registration, and in order to
change | abeling requirenents a lot of time, that would require an
amendnent to that.

Is there going to be a general authorization that
you can change those | abels in the regs under NRC, and if so,
will the sane exenption hold true for agreenent state device
regi strations? Because it takes tinme to nake those anmendnents.

W nay not be able to get that done in a year.

MR, CAMERON.  Any coment ?

MS. WOODS: Are you tal king about the change to a
per manent | abel ?

M5. ROUGHAN: Yes. There different information
that you have to -- you're requiring sonme additional infornation.

Ri ght now what nay be listed in device
registration for labeling the device or source-holder -- you may
have to upgrade that or nake changes, and on the device
registration, that would nornally require an anendnent change,
along with a fee, obviously, and that takes tine -- six nonths, a
year, depending on the state or NRC, and right now, we've got a
year to inplenent the |abeling changes. W may not have enough
time to do that.

MS. WOODS: Ckay.

MR, CAMERON: Ceorge, was that the issue that you
wer e concerned about ?

VR, BROMN:  No.

MR, CAMERON: The pernmanent |abel? Was it rel ated



to this?

MR BROM It's related to |abeling. A question
on the serial nunbers for sources -- if it's going to be part of
t he database, sone devices that we sell will have nore than one
source in them So, you could have nore than one serial nunber
for a capsule.

So, that could becone a problemas far as
reporting. | don't know what the max woul d be, but four --

MS. WOODS: Thanks for keeping the nunbers in
mnd. That's inportant to us.

MR, BROMWN: M question is -- and we can cone back
toit later, but | think we really need to discuss that there is
a new requirenment for labeling -- it says bear permanent,
enbossed, etched, or stanped |abel to the source-hol der.

|'ve got sone real concerns about that, and |
don't know if we want to handle that right nowor if you want to
get done with the serial nunber.

MR, CAMERON: Wiy don't we just wait a nminute and
conme back and revisit that and nake sure that sone of the issues
that Suzanne raised -- that you get a chance to conment on that.

M ke, did you have a few coments you wanted to
make?

MR, NORBURY: The only coment | had was that, as
far as we're concerned, we already report the source serial
nunbers anyway as part of our report and have been doing that, so
it's not an issue. | think nost of us keep isotope source serial
nunbers anyway, for tracking reasons.

MR, CAMERON: To close that out, does anybody have

-- well, George indicated one potential problemwth the source
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serial nunber. |Is there any other concerns with source seri al
nunmber s?

MS. WOODS: But essentially this is infornmation
you all have?

MR, CAMERON: Ral ph, source serial nunber?

MR, HEYER  Source serial nunber -- our specific
radi oactive material |icensees don't always have source serial
nunbers listed on their licenses. So, are we now i mposi ng
somet hing nore on general |icensees?

MR, CAMERON: Sonet hing to consider.

El sa, where did you want to go?

MS. NNMVO M only coment was that people in the
industry do this differently. W've always used our source
serial nunber as our device serial nunber. So, if you have both
fields, you're going to get the sane nunber, which is fine as
| ong as your programw || accept that and not cough it back as
bei ng unaccept abl e.

MS. WOODS: Thanks for that point. That's a good

poi nt .

MR CAMERON:  Davi d.

MR BENNETT: CQur source serial nunbers are the
same as device nunber, as well, and | just have a concern that it

coul d cause confusion to custoners if you require the source
nunber and all they know of is the device nunber. W don't
di stingui sh between source and devi ce nunber. W just call it
one nunber. |It's only one serial nunber, and it is the sanme as
t he source nunber.
MR, HI CKEY: | guess if we knew in sonme way that

that's common, that could be dealt with, but |'minterested, do
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you change sources?

MR BENNETT: No.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

M5. NNMMO W do on occasion, but at that point,
they get a new | abel

MR HI CKEY: That has a new device serial nunber?

M5. NIMMO Yeah. Wll, it's just stated as
serial number.

MR HI CKEY: Wat's the serial nunber on the old
source at that point?

M5. NIMVMO The old source -- we ship thema new
shi el ded source assenbly, a new set of labels. They send us back
t he shi el ded source assenbly, which itself is also | abel ed, and
they apply the new | abel and install the new shiel ded source
assenbl y.

MR, HI CKEY: So, basically, your device doesn't
really have a serial nunber. It just is -- it's a apparatus
sitting there containing sonething that has a serial nunber.

MS. NIMVO  Right.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

M5. NNMMO It's not of interest to anyone if it
doesn't have a source, not in that way.

MR CAMERON:  Chris?

MR FITZ. W're kind of just the exact opposite,
John. We have a device nunber, and inside that is a source
serial nunber. W nmay change the source nunber, but the device
will stay the sane.

MR HI CKEY: | would think of that as the nore

conmon situation.



MR, CAMERON.  Doug?
MR, BROADDUS: | wanted also to respond to the

guestion or the point of the confusion on the custoners.

What we receive on your quarterly transfer reports

is going to say that the device nodel nunber and the device
serial number -- or the device serial nunber and the source
serial nunmber are the sane.

So, we'll put that into the database that way,
we can handl e any nunber of sources and serial nunmbers. | nean
we' ve designed it that way, so that it can accept nultiple
i sot opes.

So, that's -- when we send out the registration
request forns, it will indicate on there -- if we ask for source
serial numbers, it would indicate the device serial nunber is
this, the source serial nunber is this, and they would be the
same, and so, the person going out and | ooking at the |abel would
see that serial nunmber and say this is the serial nunber we have
here, and | don't think there would be confusion fromthat
st andpoi nt, because we would be telling themwhat we have given
them you know, what we have in our database, we'd be telling
them and all they'd have to do is go out and | ook at the | abe
and see if it's the sane, and if they're identical, you know,
we're already telling themthat, and all they had to do is verify
yes, that's the case.

MR CAMERON: M ke?

MR, RADDATZ: Maybe | could clarify what we're

trying to get at here, you know, again, what we want.

VWhat we want is a way of -- if we find a source --

if a source is called in outside of a device -- and you know,
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that happens. |It's a rare event, but it doesn't happen. W're
trying to chase that dowmn. W' re |ooking for guidance.

Qovi ously, we don't want sonebody opening up a

devi ce, yeah, | got the source nunber, I'mreading it right now,
and then putting it back in, and I don't feel good, |'m going
hormre now.

W don't want that, but we're trying to find a way
that information that you al ready have can sonehow be related to
t he dat abase.

Qur thoughts were that, if there are multiple
sources in there, then the source serial nunmbers can be recorded
at the sanme tine.

If you have another idea, we're looking for it.

That's the problem That's the issue. | offer it
up, and if, again -- you might want to think about it, cone back
with an idea. | offered before standardi zed | abeling as a

thought. What if we proposed or, better yet, industry proposed
through, let's say, an ANSI standard a standardi zed | abel ?

You cone back at us saying, hey, we think that we
can live with this following labeling format, and it all would be
the sane. That would be much sinpler for us, much sinpler for
you. | don't know if there's a conpetitive di sadvantage or not.
I"mnot trying to dictate it

Again, that's the problem W' re hoping for sone
solutions to it.

VR, CAMERON. Kate?

MS. ROUGHAN: Actually nore of a question. W
sterilize and | abel our source capsules, but a lot of tines those

then go into another holder. 1'mnot sure if that holder is



| abel ed on the outside, if there needs to be a requirenent for
t hat .

MR, CAMERON:  Anybody have any information on
t hat ?

MS. WOODS: The proposed requirenent is to |abel
t he devi ce and any separable housing. So, if the holder is
essentially a housing, then the answer is yes, it needs to be
| abel ed.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

Keeping in mnd what M ke said, any comments on
the -- what the NRCis trying to do here?

Chris, whatever you want to say, go ahead.

MR FITZ: No, it was just a thought.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Are we ready to go to Ceorge's pernanent | abe
issue? | think we probably are.

Do you want to explain that to us?

MR, BROMN: In the proposed rule, 32.51(a)(5)
states each device neeting criteria in the above section of this
chapter bears a permanent that is enbossed, etched, stanped, or
engraved | abel affixed to the source housing, if separable, and
then it has to have certain wording. Wat | wanted to point out
is the wording, the way | would look at it there, would nmean that

it can't be a renpvable tag, but yet it nust be a renovabl e tag.

For instance, source holders that we have cast nay

be -- well, they're cast and it goes through about three states
before it cones to us as a finished product. Fromthe nonent
it's cast, it will now have the words on it "radioactive

material ."
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As it goes to the manufacturer that does the
machining for us, if he scraps out one because of a nachining
error, now he has a piece of scrap netal with a label on it that
says radi oactive material, and you have lots of things with not
radi oactive material in thembut |abels on themthat say -- which
create a big problemin thensel ves.

| don't have any problemw th putting the |abel on
it, but the wording should be durable |abeling, sonething |like
that, and we've been putting riveted steel |abels, stainless
steel tags on source holders for 50 years, and they stay there.

Now, they can be renoved if sonebody wants to
vandal i ze the gauge and take it off, but you could vandalize and
take of f an enbossing, too, if you really wanted to, and nmy only
conment is the wordi ng get changed because it has to have sone --
in order to scrap it out when it's done, you have to be able to
take the label off. You can't throw away sonething that says
radi oactive either.

M5. WOODS: So, it sounds |ike the words
"permanent” inply that it's a pernanently affixed |abel to the
devi ce, whereas durable, it talks about the |abel itself
mai ntaining the integrity of the information on it. |s that what

you're getting at?

MR BROMN: Yeah. | mean sonewhere in this
wording it should be -- durable with the intent to last the
useful life of the device or whatever you wanted.

The issue is brought up in the device
registrations now. So, | nean in the device registrations, we
have to define howit's | abeled and why we think it will

wi thstand in the environnent that the device is being used.
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So, those issues are there. That's ny concern
with that, is to nmake sure that we get that corrected.

MR HCKEY: I'msorry. I'mstill not clear on
what your concern is.

MR BROM: Well, two concerns is that you end up
with a bunch of things, enpty source housings, that have the
words "radioactive material" and the trefoil on themand no
radi oactive material, either in the streamconing into us to be
made i nto gauges or when we're done with them to try to renove
that off.

We don't do anything in tungsten, but sonme people
do, and to engrave and nmachi ne tungsten and then to obliterate it
to be able to throw it away again would be very hard to do.

So, a durable marking or wording that would
require it to be durable -- just the way it's worded, to ne, it
doesn't seemto nme that a riveted |label would fit, of any type.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay. | understand.

As a matter of fact, in Part 20, we have a
requirenent to obliterate radiation | abels when the radi oactive
material is renmoved. So, your conmments is that this requirenent
doesn't seemto be consistent with that.

MR BROMW: Well, it's also coming in, too, when
you buy them from sonebody. | nean we have had problenms with
packages of |abels being shipped to us being dropped and broken
up and just having |labels on the ground that said "radioactive
material." |'msure you've gotten calls, too

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thanks, George.

M ke, do you have a coment ?

MR, RADDATZ: Real quick. That's a very good



conmment, and that can be dealt with easily. Renenber, we have
the statenents of consideration, and | encourage everyone, when
you get a rule, to get the statenents of considerati on and read
them and that's a place where that will be el aborated on, not
just saying what we want but what we nean.

MR, CAMERON: And | guess that probably the

suggestion would still be to change the wordi ng of the actua

text of the rule just in case there are people who don't have the

-- that was your recommendation, | think, right?

But suppl enentary infornation often expl ains
these, and | think we've heard a nunber of issues today where we
per haps could be clearer in the supplenmentary information.

Let's go to Jonathan and then David.

MR, FORTKAMP: Just to follow up on George's
conmment, there's another situation where we have a devi ce where
the device m ght be | abel ed that neets the requirenents and we
have the source that -- the entire device is not transferred out
and we just do source replacenents within the device, and al ong
the sane lines, a permanently affixed | abel with a source serial
nunber -- that source serial nunber is going to change each tine
a new source goes into it, although the device itself nay not
change, and along the sane lines, a permanently affixed | abel
you know, prohibits us fromdoing that.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thank you, Jonat han

John, did you have a question?

MR, HICKEY: Well, | was just going to say the
wording of the rule is intended so that you coul d change the
| abel as long as it's durable, but your conment may stil

i ndi cate we need to nmake a change but that that was the intent.
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MR CAMERON: Davi d?

MR, BENNETT: | have a question about the
addi ti onal |abel on a separable house, source housing. Wat's
the intention behind that?

M5, WOODS: |I'msorry. Could you repeat that?

MR, BENNETT: The proposed rule would anmend the
existing labeling requirenents to require an additional |abel on
any separabl e source housi ng.

MR, HI CKEY: The intent there is, if it's junked
and the -- that sonmebody would be able to recognize the prinary
shi el ding contai ning a source that had been separated and there
would be a label onit. That's what's behind it.

MR, BENNETT: CQur situation is one where we stanp
"radi oactive material" and a radi ati on synbol and perhaps the
radi oi sotope on the device itself, then attach a netal tag to the
device with a wire cable, and all of the other information, then
that is required for general license tags is identified on that
| abel, in addition to a radi oactive synbol and radi oactive
device, but like | say, that netal tag is attached by a netal
wire to the device. That tag lays inside of a housing area where
the cover is -- the separable source housing is |ocated, but the
netal tag is always within view So, |'m asking whether or not
it's necessary to have two tags that are always visible.

If your intentionis to be able to identify that
there is a radioactive device inside of that housing, we neet
that requirenment, because the netal tag is there, but it's not --
it sits right inside of a conpartnent with the source housi ng,
and that tag is attached to the device. So, |I'masking if we

need to have two | abels that say the sane thing in constant plain



Vi ew.

MS. WOODS: | think | understand what you're
saying in your description, and it sounds |like the | abel is not
necessarily visible unless you dismantl e the housing.

MR, BENNETT: No. |If you're faniliar with gas
chr omat ogr aphs, open up the top of the gas chronmat ograph, and
there is sort of a tray, and sticking out of that tray is the
housing. Inside the housing is the device. Attached to the
device is a netal tag that sits inside of that tray, next to the
sour ce housi ng.

So, the netal tag is just as visible as the source
housing is, and so, ny question is if we have to have a separate
tag on the source housing in addition to the tag that we have on
t he device

MR, HI CKEY: The intent is, if that source housing
is separable, it should be |abel ed.

Now, naybe there's a conment here that we need to
consider, but the idea is, if sonmebody pulled that source housing
out of there and threw it away and sonebody el se picked it up
woul d they know there was a radi oactive source in there?

MR, BENNETT: | think the source housi ng woul d
cone apart and away fromthe device. |'mtalking about a cover
as opposed to perhaps a box that encapsul ates the entire thing.

MR, HI CKEY: The gas chromatographs did not drive
this requirenent

MR BENNETT: | understand.

MR HICKEY: It was the 5-curie cesiumsource in
| ead that drove it, but | understand your question

MS. WOODS: | think the separable housing is the
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concept that you have a device that you could put a | abel on
anywhere. You certainly have a conponent that's associated with
the source that is in that device.

If the conponent associated with the source is
separ abl e such that you put your |abel on one place on the device
and now the source is apart fromthat |abel, then you need to
| abel that separable part, so it's clear to anything who picks up
that mininal -- the smallest conponent with the source in it that
i s separable.

If that should happen, it's clear to themthat
they are picking up a radioactive source.

MR BENNETT: That's what has the [ abel on it now

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Let's hear from Doug and then
hear from Ral ph and maybe get to the national database.

MR, BROADDUS: The design that Dave is talking
about -- this is Doug Broaddus again. The design that David is
tal ki ng about would neet the intent of what we're trying to get
to, because the |label is attached by a -- sone type of netal
cable or sonething like that to the separabl e source housing, but
it's also visible at all times when the whole device is
instal |l ed.

However, it doesn't neet the strict letter of the
regul ati on, because there's no | abel on the outside of the device
itself.

However, as John pointed out, his devices would
not be subject to registration

So, we wouldn't be as concerned about that. We
woul dn't say -- only those that are subject to registration have

to neet that requirenent, and those are the ones that have the
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hi gher ri sk.

It says right here, "The proposed rule would anmend
the existing labeling requirenents to require an additional |abe
on any separabl e source housing and a pernmanent netal |abel or a
per manent | abel on devices neeting the criteria for
regi stration."”

M5. WOODS: That's in the comrents. That's not
the way the proposed rul e reads.

MR BROADDUS: Well, if that's the case, then we
need to make it clear. This is what the intent is saying.

So, fromthe intent of the rule, you know, this
woul d not have to neet this requirenment, but as this indicates,
al so, we want to be able to identify those devices, you know,

t hat have separabl e source housing that do neet the criteria for
registration if they becone separated, because they do require
thi s enhanced oversight or increased oversight and are at greater
hazard. W still want to be able to identify what they are in
the field if they get separated.

MR, CAMERON: Okay. | think we need to do sone
clarification on what exactly we nean there.

Ral ph, do you have a conment on this?

MR, HEYER | guess |I'mnore confused now t han
ever. A source capsule inside a Type A approved shi pping
contai ner potentially could be dislocated if subjected to a fire,
snelted down, cut through. Does that capsul e have to be | abel ed?

MR, HI CKEY: Well, that's not what we're tal king
about. Wiat we're tal king about here is shielding. You have to
consider the way the rule i s worded.

MR, HEYER (Ckay. So, the source housing --



MR, HI CKEY: The shielding has to be | abel ed.

MR, HEYER  Ckay.

MR CAMERON: Can | make sure that this is clear?
The source housi ng that Ral ph asked about does not have to be
| abel ed, correct? |t does have to be | abel ed.

MR, HI CKEY: The source housing is a lead-filled
cylinder that has a nane plate, nodel nunber, serial nunber,

i sot ope, the whol e nine yards.

MR, CAMERON: And John's comment about shi el di ng
was -- did you get the answer to your question?

MR, HEYER | believe so. Wen it was pointed out
that you said shielding of the source housing, it's just the
source housing, source head, Type A approved shi pping contai ner
like a radiographer canmera is a Type B approved shi pping
container. You're not asking for the pigtail, are you?

MR, RADDATZ: This is M ke Raddatz again.

The smal | est conponent that woul d be a normal
pi ece of the assenbly, right? That's what you're | ooking at.
W're not telling you to cut it apart to get it out, but the
snal | est conponent that could be found.

So, if you've got a device that the radioactive
shi el di ng, housi ng, source holder is a conponent. The outside of
t he device has to be | abel ed, yes, but the smallest conponent
that could be separated -- |ike sone people said that their
devi ces were replaceable, the device stayed in the field, the
source housing went back and forth. The source housing has to be
| abel ed as radioactive.

MR, CAMERON: |s this clear to everybody, or are

we creating nore confusion? And | won't use nyself as a
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nmeasuring standard on that.

John?

MR, PATTERSON. The trouble is, if you ook at the

wordi ng of the actual regulation that's in the back of that
thi ng, the separable housing doesn't fall under the criteria of
section 31.5(c)(13)(i). It's sinply a |label on that piece.

MR RADDATZ: Send it in as a comment for
clarification. W'Ill ensure that it's addressed.

MR, H CKEY: | agree, it's unclear, and we'l]l
address it.

MR, CAMERON: Good. That's great.

Are we ready to nove on to the national database
before we all run out of stean? |Is that what you're going to
tal k about next?

M5. WOCDS:  Yeah.

In the proposed rule -- you may have al ready read
this, so we're going to go ahead with asking you to comrent on it
-- it specifically says that the Comm ssion specifically seeks
conment on the advantages and di sadvant ages of inplenenting a
nati onal database of general |icensees.

Qur general |icense tracking systemthat we're
devel opi ng has the robust ability to handle such a thing. So, it
is possible, first of all, to do this.

This woul d invol ve the expansi on of that conputer
systemto do it, and one option for inplenmentation would be to
report all the transfers to NRC, including agreenent state
l'i censee transfers.

The issues presented are who would naintain this.

At the agreenent state workshop in July, the agreenent states
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felt that agreenent state |licensees should have sone part in the
cost init, and the issue of vendors potentially sharing in that
burden canme up, as well.

Pot enti al advantages of having a national database
i nclude tracing found devices to owners, what we've often -- not
often but -- not necessarily orphan sources but those that have
been found and can be traced to their owners, infornmation
i Mmediately that's avail abl e.

So, if we find a device or anything, a source, we
can find that information i medi ately and do not have to go
t hrough our database, an agreenent state database, and have them
search their files manually or electronically otherw se, and
anot her advantage is that it has -- we would have a conplete
general license and device information.

A di sadvantage is that we would be naintaining
data in each of these databases at different jurisdictions, and
there are proprietary issues. Mst of you have subnmitted
affidavits to us that request your custoner lists stay wthin our
regul atory requirenents that would allow us to naintain that
proprietary.

Agreenent state jurisdictions may not necessarily
have that, and we have had some discussion with them |It's stil
an open issue.

Anot her potential disadvantage is that the data
integrity with nultiple users may not necessarily stay quite as
intact as if we had one single systemand one user. So, there's
al ways that risk when you have nmultiple users entering
information into a database.

Wth that as the soundi ng point, can we go forward
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with a bit of discussion on a national database and what you fee
on this?

MR, CAMERON: |Is this going first to the need, to
sonet hing that is needed?

El sa?

M5. NIMVO  Back when the NRC working group got
started, the intent was to really be able to know where sources
were, and at that point, Jack Dukes of ABB put forth kind of a
si x-poi nt proposal which | think basically all the manufacturers
agreed with, and at the heart of that was a national database,
and | think nothing has changed.

To a lot of us, the proposed regul ati ons | ook,
frankly, rather weak and ineffectual at getting at the original
i ntent that was di scussed during those working group neetings.

So, seeing it as a -- well, the NRC will have a

dat abase and the states will have to sonehow keep records of

their devices that fall in those categories doesn't |ook nearly
as effective as having a single national database. | personally
woul d still really favor that over mnultiple databases by states.

MR CAMERON: What is the difference between what
Suzanne was tal ki ng about and what the six-point programwas? I|n
ot her words, how would you change what's in the rule or what's
contenpl ated now to inplenent the six-point progranf

M5. NNMMO.  This rule is for an NRC dat abase, and
it doesn't address the devices that are going to agreenent
st at es.

So, we would end up with 20-sone-odd dat abases,
and these sources cross state boundaries, and where the scrap

nmetal ends up, where an orphan source mght end up may have
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nothing to do with where that serial nunber source was originally
di stributed to.

| see individual databases as being very nmuch
weaker than one place that attenpts to capture all this
i nformation.

MR, CAMERON: Suzanne, is that what you were
proposing, is the sane thing that Elsa is tal ki ng about?

MS. WOODS: | believe that's what everyone has in
mnd, is that we would be noving towards the discussions in the
working group. | have a little bit of information on -- | have,

I think, four points here out of the working group NUREG

| think the wording, as it was described, was a
nati onal inventory or database of all devices that would be a
sem -annual inventory and reporting inventory and to be repeated,
the inventory, on an annual basis. So, both sem -annual and
annual were discussed.

Al so discussed were reporting transfers and
uni formregul ati on of devices by agreenent states and NRC and
al so using a risk-based approach which is to be included -- which
devices are to be included, isotopes and so forth, in the
dat abase and that all devices should be in the database.

Those are five of the six points that | had jotted
down fromthat report, if that helps to facilitate the
di scussi on.

MR, CAMERON: It seens that there is support being
expressed for this idea, and | just wanted to check in with our
agreenent state rep, if they're still there in Illinois.

Any views on the national database?

MR, CLINGER Well, we comented favorably on it.



We have a coupl e of concerns.

One, we would not want to unplug our database til
we were real sure that yours worked, and the second thing would
be the cost. It would be difficult for us to ask our |icensees
to pay for the devel opnent of the thing.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

So, sone sort of a pilot programto test it out
and al so the question of -- that Suzanne rai sed about who's going

to pay for the --

3

CLINGER: Yeah, | think that's essentially it.

3

CAMERON:  Suzanne, were you going to add
somet hi ng?

M5. WOODS: No, that's fine.

MR CAMERON: What about the cost issue?

MR, HI CKEY: Well, if | can be presunptuous and
say if | were a vendor, | would say, first of all, enough noney
is already being paid to NRC and states to pay for these
prograns, so | don't see why it should cost anynore noney.

In fact, maybe it would be cheaper, because al
the states have to do is give NRC a copy of their reports and NRC
can put theminto the system and then there will be a nationa
dat abase.

[ Laught er.]

MR, CAMERON: | don't think that they could have
said it any better. Good work, John

VWhat other feasibility issues did you rai se,
Suzanne, that you might want to get conments on? The cost issue
is still on the floor, too, for people who want to conment on it.

d en, do you want to nmake a conment on it up here
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at the nike, please?

MR, GOTSCHALL: | was just going to coment about
-- for those of us who now want to send in quarterly reports with
a request for non-disclosure of our custoners, how would you
control that in your database?

MR, CAMERON: So, this is the issue that you
brought up. How would that be addressed?

M5, WOODS: |'msorry.

MR, HI CKEY: He's asking how woul d the database be
pr ot ect ed.

It would be a proprietary database, and only NRC
enpl oyees woul d have access to it, and the state regul atory
agenci es that already have provisions for protection of
proprietary information. It wouldn't be sonething that's
avai l able to the public.

MR, GOTSCHALL: That's what DOD said, and they got
sued and | ost.

MR, HI CKEY: Well, | don't want to get into that
now.

[ Laughter.]

MR CAMERON: Let's tal k about the confort |evel
of the people around the table on this issue, proprietary
i nfornmati on. Anybody have the sane concerns that G en has over
unaut hori zed access or unauthorized rel ease of the information?

M5. WOODS: Some of the scenarios that were
di scussed at the agreenent state workshop were the foll ow ng:
that there is a difference, potentially, between protecting
information that's in the database and generating a piece of

paper that sits on soneone's desk that could cone under FO A for
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us or the other sinilar type of requirenents in an agreenent
state, how are those things handl ed.

Proprietary information here is reviewed during a
FO A request, and a determination is nmade apart from for
exanpl e, your affidavits, but the affidavits are considered in
t hat request.

So, we have agreed to nmaintain that information
proprietary. Agreenent states nay have a whol e different
regul atory framework for releasing information.

W rai sed these issues at the workshop and
di scussed them but it really would have to be sonething that
we'd have to go into nore to find out where we are on it.

To what extent is there a confort level, | think
is what Chip is getting at, with allowi ng a national database.
Every state agency woul d have access to your custoner list, for
exanpl e. How do you feel about that?

MR, CAMERON: |s that an issue that you have to
deal with, essentially, already? Maybe not on as w de a basis,
per haps.

MR, BROM: Fromwhat | understand, you just said
that the database would be available to regulators but not part
of public record. So, it wouldn't be available in a public
docunment room

| don't have any problemw th regul ators havi ng
access to a database that has a |ist of our customers, but I
don't think that that should be general know edge that anybody
could say, gee, can we | ook at the database for the quarterly
reports. W would have a problemwi th that.

The way | think you said is that it's available to
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regul ators only.

MS. WOODS: \Whether there is actual provisions
that would limt it to only regulators under all circunstances is
yet to be determ ned, and those circunstances being specific
requests fromthe public for that kind of information.

So, there sone things there, but |I hear what
you're saying in terms of you' re confortable with NRC seeing it
and agreenent state regulators seeing it but you don't want it to
be released. |Is that correct?

MR, BROMN: Right.

MS. WOODS: Ckay.

MR, PATTERSON. | think that's shared by pretty
nuch all the vendors.

MR CAMERON: El sa?

M5. NNMMO. | think all of us who are in otherw se
conpetitive situations wouldn't want the sal esnen of our
conpetitors pulling up Iists of our custoners.

MS. WOODS: So, we would need to explore further
that there is -- these assurances would be in place. Is that a
fair assessnent? Okay.

The other issue | had raised was who woul d
maintain it? There has been a natural assunption in this
conversation that it would be NRC. It might be agreenent states.
It nmight be agreenent state licensees in the case of agreenent
states where they woul d be sharing sone of the burden of cost on
this.

What are your feelings? How would genera
licensees -- how would specific licensees in terms of

vendor - specific handle this? Any thoughts on that?



MR CAMERON. CGo ahead, d en.
Is it clear to everybody what the term "naintain"

nmeans in this context?

MS. WOODS: Maintaining a database is updating the

software, the hardware, providing training to users on an ongoi ng
basis or new users, those kinds of things, the day-to-day

adm nistrative issues with the quantity of nenory being used in

t he database and so forth.

MR CAMERON: The dat abase adm ni strator?

MS. WOODS: Everything that would maintain -- just

like you mai ntain a house at hone, every, you know, nail that has
to go in a hole and every wi ndow that needs to be cl eaned to keep
this going. So, that's what we would have to do, is what what
mai nt enance neans.

MR CAMERON: d en?

MR, GOTSCHALL: From my perspective, |'d rather
see the NRA -- excuse nme --

[ Laughter.]

MR CAMERON: Now, there's an out-of-the-box
suggesti on.

MR GOTSCHALL: 1'd rather see the NRC nmmintain
t he dat abase rather than the states. |'ve been a state enpl oyee,
and | know states are very political, and |I'd rather see it "t a
head agency rather than controlled state to state. | think that
woul d be safer.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. Thanks, den.

Let's go Illinois about the database nmi nt enance
i ssue. Any coments on that particular issue?

MR CLINGER No, | don't think so.
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MR, CAMERON:  All right.

Suzanne, is that all there is on the database?

M5. WOODS: That's it on the database

MR CAMERON: Now, we have --

MS. WOODS: -- disposal cost.

MR CAMERON: -- a few issues left that we're
going to try to nove through fairly quickly so that we can cone
back to all of you around the table to see if there's any fina
i ssues that you want to tell us about.

This is the whole issue of penalties, right, and
enforcenent? Okay.

MS. WOODS: \Whether we call it disposal or we call
it final disposition or transfer out of the possession of the
general licensee, user, whatever you want to call it, we want to
provide an incentive to users, to general |licensees to take care
of these things when they're done using these devices.

That incentive, as it's currently structured and
proposed in the rule, would include enforcenment that woul d have a
civil penalty structure equating to three tines the cost of
di sposal

During the interim as we begin to inplenent
regi stration and do the kinds of follow up things we're doi ng now
-- responding to nailings, sending inspectors out -- we're going
to be doing that very soon, sending inspectors out to find these
lost licensees that didn't respond to mailings or the mailings,
rather, were returned -- as we show up and we have perhaps sone
i nspection issues to talk with themabout, to find their devices,
during that period there's an amesty. That's what point one up

here is tal ki ng about.
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But once the amesty goes away, we will have in
pl ace an enforcenment structure that includes a three-tiered civil
penalty structure if the proposed rule goes forward as suggest ed.

Again, all of this is with the enphasis that this
woul d be the deterrent and the encouragenent, rather, to dispose
of things appropriately, whether that be returning it to the
vendor or otherw se.

Qur questions to you are how accurate are these
nunbers and are they, in fact, three tines what it would cost for
the three separate tiers of disposal? Are there nore tiers than
three separate types of -- levels of disposal cost?

And will this effectively encourage authorized
di sposal or authorized transfer out of the possession of a
general licensee at the termination of their license, although we
have no official process for that, for |icense term nation

MR CAMERON: The three tiers are?

MS. WOODS: Wwell, they're 5,500, 1,500, and 45,000
dol | ars.

MR, CAMERON: What does each tier represent?

MS. WOODS: Well, there are different isotopes and
guantities. So, certain of themwould be | ess expensive than
ot hers.

MR, CAMERON: To di spose of.

MS. WOODS: Correct. And have we captured -- in
three tiers, have we captured the range? |Is it nore appropriate
to have other tiers? Are these nunbers appropriate?

MR, CAMERON: And will this, in fact, provide an
i ncentive for proper disposal?

Anybody want to take a whack at any of these
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guestions, including whether it will provide the incentive for
proper di sposal ?

MR, BENNETT: Only if that information is provided
to themand they are made aware of it. Only if that infornmation
is provided to them ahead of tine and they are constantly nade
aware of it. Again, the issue of communicati ons on an ongoi ng
basi s.

Since these do turn over -- since ownership of
t hese things does turn over on a frequent basis and you're going
to be contacting themon an annual basis, maybe that's sonething
that should be included in the information that's provided to
t hem

MR, CAMERON: That's a good question. 1Is that
type of information required to be provided to a purchaser of one
of these devices, going back to our first -- you know, one of our
early subjects?

MS. WOODS: Well, the disposal costs are in there,
but what civil penalties would be inposed if they didn't pay it,
no.

It's not required that you provide that to them
but certainly, if | were a vendor, | nean it would be sonething
that | would use as a conparison point. You can either return it
to ne for this cost, dispose of it properly, or you' re going to
have to pay a civil penalty over here that's three tines ny cost.

MR, CAMERON: | guess David is suggesting that it
shoul d be a required part of the information.

MS. WOODS: Ckay.

MR, BENNETT: Wien | go through a driver's

education programin school, | amtaught of the possibilities of
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fines if | don't obey the speed limt when | get ny driver's
license, and | think | see the sane situation here.

A customrer is purchasing one of ny devices, and
I"'mgoing to tell them of the disposal and identify a disposa
fee. | think it's only right that we woul d have to provide that
information to them

Again, like | say, | think -- well, two things:
nunber one, that it's provided in sone verbiage in the annua
i nteraction, and what are you going to do about situations such
as ours where they're not going to be certified or part of the
certification process?

How is that information supposed to be provided
down-line to these custoners?

MR, CAMERON: Let's go to Kate and then over to

El sa.

Kat e?

MS. ROUGHAN: We're going through a process right
now of trying to get -- we had sone pol oni um 210 sources that
went out under a general license over the past several years, and

right now, we've determined that there's tens of themout there
that are unaccounted for

W' ve sent letters to the |ast known genera
licensee telling us where they are or when they disposed of it,
and what we're finding is they're saying they transferred it but
no one has any records of when it was transferred or who received
it.

So, in this type of case, you have |ost and
i mproper disposal. |It's going to be difficult sonetines to find

who's at fault. W have the situation where we don't know if the
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source was shipped or not. The general |icensee can't prove that
they shipped it, but they've said they shipped it.

So, how far do you go to determ ne has it been
i mproperly di sposed, and who is ultinately responsible for it?

MR, CAMERON: This goes nore to not the question
of how nuch the penalty is but what's the sort of standard of
proof to apply the penalty. How do we deal with that issue?

MS. WOODS: Lost during transport, during
shipment? Generally it's the shipper

If you're the specific licensee shipping it to a
general licensee, we would go to you, because they are not in
possession of it yet, and once it's been transferred fromthem
back to you, it is still theirs until it arrives to you, but that
does not necessarily nean the issue of inproper disposal would
cone up. It would depend on the circunstances of the particul ar
i ssue, the particular circunstances of that case.

MR CAMERON: If we can't find the device and
we're establishing this tracking system if we can't find the
device with the general licensee, do we assune -- and they can't
show who it was transferred to, is the assunption that it was
i mproperly dispositioned or disposed of and the penalty would
t hen be applied?

MS. WOODS: | can't speak for the Ofice of
Enforcenent on this, but | do believe it would be a case-by-case
review. On the registration sheet, we are going to be asking for
di sposal information. |If they have disposed of it, they need to
share that information with us and where it went.

So, certainly for registration popul ation devices,

we' Il have the opportunity to find that out. For genera
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licensees that are not part of the registration population, we're
going to find out if we find the device or the source and trace
it back to them

W night find it on inspection and sone ot her
i ssues, but again, the inspection frequency is not going to be
the sane as it would be, for exanple, as you all experience on
specific licenses.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

El sa, do you still have a conment?

M5. NIMMO  No.

MR CAMERON:  Chris?

MR, FITZ: Just a quick conment on this.

When you were tal king about the transport issue, |
woul d assune, since |'mdistributing as a specific |icensee,
woul d not be held accountable to these standards if it was | ost
in transport?

MS. WOODS: These are civil penalties being
proposed for general |icensees.

MR, FITZ: | thought the question was asked was if
they were lost in transport fromthe |licensee to genera
l'i censee.

MS. WOODS: (Okay. | tried to cover both issues,
but apparently it wasn't clear.

If you're the vendor, specific |licensee, and the

general licensee is not in possession of the device yet, they
becone the general |icensee when they are in possession of the
devi ce.

So, it's not with them |1'maguessing it would be

the specific licensee, if it's a vendor to G transport and if
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the general licensee -- general |icensee transport. |If the
general licensee is sending it back to the vendor, then it's
theirs until they give it to you.

That's the interpretation we've nade on these in
t he past.

MR FITZ: That nakes sense, but it seemns |ike
it's going to be -- if a specific Iicensee |oses a source, an
anericiumsource that's specifically licensed, are they going to
have to pay that much? You said it's a case-by-case basis, and
is there going to be a severity level three or two?

MS. WOODS: This is inproper disposal. Wen you
tal k about |osing a device, you're tal king about control and
accountability, and for a specific |licensee, control and
accountability is covered under Part 20, and so, there's a whole
‘not her structure.

MR, CAMERON: | think that, regardl ess of what the
situation is, | think that we've heard a couple of points nade by
peopl e today of the conparability between what happens -- what's
done to specific licenses and what's done with general |icenses
under this new registration schenme, and | think that's one thing
that -- the suggestion is that you should | ook at that conparison
in terms of enforcement or whatever.

The inplication is that it shouldn't be -- that
there shouldn't be a big difference -- the specific licensee
shoul d still be treated nore stringently than the genera
i censee in these cases.

So, | think that naybe that's a suggestion that
sort of runs through all of the provisions of the rule, that we

al ways ask that question, how does this conpare to what happens



to a specific licensee.

M. WOODS: Ckay.

MR, CAMERON: | think we're probably -- there's
two itens left on the -- this part of the agenda, and | think, on
the advice of the technical staff on this, if you have questions
or comments on those, talk to people afterwards, after the
neeting is adjourned, so that we can get to everybody for a fina
wrap-up here in ternms of what happens from here, do you have any
final coments on this process that we're going through, and so,
| guess | would go to -- start around the table beginning with
Ceorge and going that way to see if there's any |ast comments or
guestions about all of this, and then | would |ike to allow John

as the senior NRC official here, to sort of close the neeting up

MR BROM: |I'd like just to thank NRC for havi ng

this and getting this together

I'"d just point out, froma functionality
standpoint, neetings like this, I think, are very effective, but
in order for us to get approval, we have to have real set topics
of what's going to be covered. Sonetines it's viewed by

managenent that, okay, fly to D.C. and what are you going to do?

So, if you want sonmething like this, alittle bit

of notice, you know, an agenda that you can show themthere's
some nmeat to it, they don't mind spending the bills. That's just
a conment, because | think it's very functional to get this done.

I'"'mglad we had a chance to get the comments out,

and ny concerns, the questions that | had, | think, have been
answered, and we still have tine to comment, too. So, thank you.
MS. BROCK: | echo CGeorge's coments. This is the

first of these type neetings that | have attended. |It's been

220



very informational, and | thank you very much.

MR PATTERSON:. 1'd echo that. | think this has
been a useful day.

Two issues that | haven't heard addressed:

One, what is the specific schedule for requesting
i nfornmati on under the rule that was just passed? | believe
you're sending letters out to our general |icensees in Cctober.

Two, the 30-day response tine for the genera
licensees is going to create havoc in sonme of our offices because
the general |icensees are going to call us and say what the hel
is going on here and give ne sone information and hel p, but 30
days is going to be tough on us, not the general I|icensee.

MR, HI CKEY: Just to clarify, was your first
guestion when is the deadline for comenting on this proposed
rul e?

MR PATTERSON: No.

MR, HI CKEY: Wat was your first question?

MR, PATTERSON. My first specific question is you
now have the rule in place that says you can request information,
and | believe you are about to do so. Wien are you going to do
that and expect 30-day response fromthe general |icensees for
those that are going to be registered?

I's that an incorrect assunption, Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: | understand what you're saying. Yes,
the first rule goes in effect as of Cctober 4th. Wen are we
going to inplenent it?

MR PATTERSON:  Yeah

MS. WOODS: When are we actually going to send out

registration fornms and request that |icensees respond within 30
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days? That is currently planned for md-2000, to send out the
first of those. They are not going to be able to go out, all of
them right away.

MR, PATTERSON. Onh, okay.

MS. WOODS: We're | ooking at several thousand.
So, it will probably be the course of yet another year after that
for which, at that point, we will go out and request anot her
round of re-registration, and with that, as described in the
proposed rule, there will be a fee request with that next round.

So, we've described today ways in which you can
facilitate the information that we get fromyou, one by the
requests we have before you now on your desks to help us clean up
our current database and the nailing address to |licensees and al
the information in there, so that when we fill out that
information on the formand send it to the registration, it wll
limt your phone calls, and two, that you, as agreenent state
vendors, go ahead and start to provide that information to us
even before your agreenent state requires you to -- in other
words, the conpatibility timng issue that we tal ked about.

Regardi ng the 30 days response from genera
licensee, we recognize that there is a 30-day tinme limt for them
to respond to us, but we are putting out a lot of mailings to |et
t hem know wel I in advance.

W' ve gotten a lot of phone calls now |I'm
guessing you're getting them too. These folks are starting to
wake up and realize who they are and learn what it is they've got
and learn their responsibilities, which is what we want to
happen.

This is happening well in advance their getting a
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registration form So, the 30 days certainly begins to | ook a
little bit nore reasonable as it falls well outside that Cctober
4th tine date, okay?

MR FITZ. 1'd like to echo, also, thank you very
much, facilitated very well by Chip, went very well. | just
hope, when you take these coments back and you go back and you
ook at -- you're creating a separate class of |icensee, and
hope it's not going to be too strict and cost-prohibitive to
those |icensees.

Thank you.

MR CAMERON: El sa?

MS. NIMMO Yeah. Thanks to everyone invol ved.
As | have said before, |I'mhoping, as we send in coments, that
you'll look carefully at the 31.5 conpatibility Ievel and a | ot
of the other issues that were brought up, and | am sure there
will be a fewnew ones in the witten coments.

Thanks.

MR CAINES: [|'d like to echo what Elsa said. |
think this neeting was very productive, and | would also like to
enphasi ze the i nportance of having the conpatibility level B for
t he whol e thing, not just for the device distributors.

MR, RAMBEY: | think it was a nost productive day,
as well, and |'d encourage everybody to get conments in in the
next 12 days.

MR CAMERON: M ke?

MR, NORBURY: Well, | think it was al so very
productive. This was one of the first ones of these foruns |'ve
attended, and it was very useful

MR, CAMERON: Thanks, M ke.
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MR, HEYER M accol ades to everyone invol ved,
staff and attendees. | think a professional environnment nmakes it
a whole lot easier for us to provide comments up front.

I look forward to providing nore comments and
| ooking forward to working continuously with the NRC, since
don't think this will go away.

MR, CAMERON: Thank you.

Kat e?

M5, ROUGHAN: Just two comments.

Agai n echoing the conpatibility issues, | think it
needs to be consistent for everything across the board, but also
to echo what Chris said, it appears we're, in a sense, changi ng
the definition of a general |icensee, you're adding additiona
requi renents onto them now, adding additional requirenments on the
vendor .

So, in a sense, they alnost need a |icense before
they can get it. It may not be a license but certain checks that
need to be done.

So, | think that that needs to be | ooked at very

cl osel y.

MR CAMERON:  Davi d.

MR, BENNETT: | just want to thank you very nuch
for opening up the subject. | appreciate being able to

partici pate.

MR, CAMERON:. Ckay.

Jonat han?

MR, FORTKAWMP: |'d like to say | think it was al so
very productive.

| guess | will say I'ma little disappointed that
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there wasn't better agreenent state attendance. | appreciate
Il1linois listening, but as much as this is going to involve the
agreenment states, whether it's a conpatibility level Bor C |
wi sh that they woul d have been in attendance to hear sone of our
comments, and | hope they do read through the coments as they
are published later on, and also, |1'd |ike to acknow edge t hat
the -- | think the NRC acknow edges that the vendors are going to
play a big role in this, telling the end users what's goi ng on,
and to that end, | think the conpatibility -- both sets of rules
shoul d be compatibility |evel B.

VR, CAMERON. Joe?

MR ALLCEIER Also want to thank the NRC for the
opportunity to participate. | aminpressed with the thought that
you've already put into it. Sounds like you're trying to do a
very good job of eliciting our opinions, and we appreciate that.

MR, CAMERON: Agreenent state comment, final
conmrent .

MR CLINGER | would just like to agree that it's
a shanme that nore of the agreenent states didn't participate in
this. | think nost of the states do agree with nany of the
things that NRCis trying to do with this rule, though, and I
also want to say it was a very well-run neeting.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you. And maybe we'l |
have State Prograns --

MR, FRAZEE: Chip?

3

CAMERON:  Yeah.

3

FRAZEE: Chip, this is Terry Frazee in
Washi ngt on.
MR, CAMERON. Hey, Terry.



MR, FRAZEE: Hi. How are you doi ng?

MR CAMERON: Cood.

MR, FRAZEE: |'ve been a fly on the wall off and
on during the day. This has not been the nost effective way for
nme to participate, but | certainly have heard a nunber of the
comments, and | will try to take a look at the transcript from
t he neeting.

One thing | would like to put in or interject at
this point has to do with |like the national database issue,
trying to keep in mnd that what we have to do in this state is
keepi ng track of our licensees, our registrants in this case, and
we al ready have a dat abase.

We are doing not a full registration, but we are
keeping track of them plus we've got it and we're not likely to
want to discontinue it. W don't see a lot of need for a
nati onal database.

Because of the ability to conmmunicate
electronically, a lot of things go very quickly. If we find a
source and we want to track it down, | think that putting out the
word is very easy and getting people to respond has been very

ef fecti ve.

Havi ng a national database nmay or nay not serve us

any better than the way we would do it right now, some concerns
about the ability of whoever is going to run the database keeping

it up to date, and al so the issue of tineliness.

I think the thing that we're nost interested inis

the what-if. Sonething goes wong, we either have a ness on our
hands, in which case | doubt that we'll be able to identify a

serial nunber, or we would have a seal ed source that's turned up
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in a scrap-yard, and by golly, there it is.

We can probably possibly figure out the nodel and
hopeful |y have a serial nunber, in which case they it's not a
rush job. W can put the word out and hopefully eventually
identify who the owner is and go back after themon that score.

A lot of the details that |'ve heard today have
been very detail ed, you know, how precisely do we need to know
where a particular source has been put in a plant? WIlIl, |'m not
sure that | care that nuch as long as | know who the owner is.
Then it's their problemto figure out where it went.

And so, the information that would come to us on
transfer or the quarterly reports, for instance, we're interested
in knowi ng as much as we can about the source. Certainly, sealed
source serial nunber would be very useful, as well as the device
and nodel serial nunbers, but the transfer, that it cane to a
particular location -- that's all we need to know. W don't need
to know that it's a replacenent.

| heard the comment about, well, sonetines it
takes six months to have themreturned. Well, that's fine. In
six nmonths, then the manufacturer sends us another report that
says, hey, we got back such-and-such a serial nunber froma
particul ar |ocation, and that closes out our records.

I will try to pull together sone additiona
comrents and send themoff to you, but I'Il let you get back to
t he neeting.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks, Terry. |I'mglad to
know t hat you were out there listening to this, and perhaps the
-- State Prograns can send the transcript to each agreenent state

or notify themthat it's on the web so that they can see these
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conmments before they nmake their coments.

Before we go to John for closing, | would just
ask, d@en, do you have any final coments for us out there?

MR, GOTSCHALL: Just very quickly, the formthat
we're going to look at for quarterly reports -- are you going to
mai | that to us, to the attendees on the attendance roster?

MR, HI CKEY: W haven't decided that yet, but if
we do it, we'll nake sure all the attendees get it.

MR, GOTSCHALL: kay. And | also appreciate the
opportunity to cone down here and hear the proceedi ngs, and
t hought it was done very well.

Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks. And | just would
thank all of you for taking the tinme to be here today and for al
the help that you gave ne in terns of |ocating others who should
be at the neeting. | appreciate that, and thank you.

John?

MR HI CKEY: Suzanne?

MS. WOODS: | appreciated hearing fromyou, as a
person, one of, as | nentioned, a team of individuals who's been
struggling with these issues. It certainly has given us a good
deal of insight. You know your custoner base, and in that
effort, you can greatly affect this process and its successfu
out cone.

You have the nost opportunity to facilitate the
under st andi ng of general licensees, and to that outcone, |
encourage you to coment on the rule. The date is Cctober 12th,
and any ongoi ng issues, |'msure the staff and nyself are

receptive to hearing about.



Thank you.

MR, HI CKEY: Ckay.

First | want to clarify that we did have a
separate neeting with the agreenent states. So, that's why
they're not here today, and they al so have severe budget
restrictions on travel.

I'd al so say to George that we do appreciate the
fact that you and your conpany supported attendance to the
nmeeting, but | will say in general that |ack of attendance in
neetings is not a problemfor NRC

Chip and | have been to many neetings wth people
hanging fromthe rafters and tv caneras bei ng shoved i n our
faces. So, we do appreciate your being here, but we generally
don't worry about how many people are going to show up at our
neeti ngs.

| also appreciate everybody conming, and | think we
had a | ot of thoughtful comrents, and you gave ne a lot to think
about .

As | said, |I've only been recently reassigned back
into this area, so | have a |lot of corporate know edge, but |'m
still catching up with the specifics of how we're going to
i mpl enent this particular program and we really got a | ot of
good conments, so we really appreciate your being here.

As | said, I'll stay alittle while if you want to
tal k about transuranics or any of the other issues that cane up.

The other administrative item!| would add is, when
you leave, if you don't have a car, conme out of the building and
turn right, the Metro stop is there, which goes to Nationa

Airport, and also there's taxis there all the tine.
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So, thank you all very much for coni ng
[ Wher eupon, at 5:08 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]



